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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.
	This manuscript addresses a subject that genuinely matters for rural development policy in India. Backyard poultry farming is one of those low-visibility enterprises that sustains millions of households without attracting much formal research attention, so an economic analysis grounded in primary field data from Hamirpur district fills a real gap. 

The Bundelkhand region is particularly important to study given its documented agro-climatic stress, limited irrigation, and high dependence on subsistence livelihoods, which makes the findings contextually relevant beyond just Uttar Pradesh. The benefit-cost analysis provided here also gives practitioners and policymakers something concrete to work with when designing extension and rural finance programmes targeting smallholder farmers. 

That said, the manuscript's potential contribution would be stronger if the analysis were taken further than it currently goes.
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	
The title is suitable, but the phrase "Poultry Farming" is broader than what the study actually covers. Since the study specifically examines backyard (or desi) poultry rearing systems by smallholder households, the title would be more precise and accurate if revised to read: "Economic Analysis of Backyard Poultry Farming in Hamirpur District of Bundelkhand Region, Uttar Pradesh." This prevents any reader from expecting data on commercial poultry operations.

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	
The abstract is not quite comprehensive. It reports findings adequately but does not follow the conventional structure of a research abstract, which should include the problem statement, objectives, methods summary, key findings, and conclusion. 

Currently, the objectives and the analytical framework are absent from the abstract. For instance, a reader should be able to tell from the abstract alone that the study used cost-return analysis and ranking techniques, and why Hamirpur was selected. These elements are missing.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	
In a broad sense, yes, though there are concerns. The B:C ratio computation appears to treat total revenue as the benefit without discounting home-consumption values, yet the consumption of eggs and birds within households should arguably be quantified at market price and included on the benefit side for a complete economic picture. This should be clarified. 

Again, the "Result and Discussion" section does not function as a discussion in the scientific sense — it is primarily descriptive. There is almost no engagement with why the findings look the way they do, what drives the income distribution pattern, or how the Hamirpur context compares with analogous districts. The authors should expand the interpretive layer of this section considerably.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	
Basically NO. The reference list has two problems. 

First, several sources date from the mid-2000s and early 2010s and are not paired with more recent equivalents that could confirm or update those findings. A study published in 2024 or 2025 on a topic this active should be engaging with literature from at least the last five years. 

Second, the list is noticeably concentrated around one author's body of work (Verma et al.), several of which are only tangentially relevant to poultry farming economics — for example, citations on tomato cultivation adoption gaps and dairy brucellosis modules have no clear place in this paper. 

So the authors should replace or supplement these with peer-reviewed economic analyses of smallholder poultry systems published between 2018 and 2024 for this study to be relevant to both literature and policy.

	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	
NO. The study involves voluntary survey respondents and does not engage with sensitive populations or interventions. However, the manuscript would benefit from a brief statement confirming that respondents gave informed consent, particularly since personal income data was collected. This is increasingly expected even in agricultural economics submissions.

	





PART 3

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	The manuscript presents a useful and practically grounded piece of field research on a topic with real development relevance. However, in its current form it reads more like a technical report than a peer-reviewed research article. The discussion section needs substantial strengthening, the literature review needs broadening and updating, and the absence of any acknowledgment of study limitations is a notable gap. I recommend Major Revision before this manuscript can be considered for publication. The core data is sound and the study design is acceptable, but the analytical and scholarly scaffolding around it needs significant work.
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