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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 an important issue in agricultural economics by analyzing both technical and allocative efficiency in off-season cabbage production using multiple econometric approaches. The integration of Cobb–Douglas production function, stochastic frontier analysis, and Tobit regression provides a comprehensive methodological framework, which enhances the robustness of the findings. The study is particularly relevant for high-value horticultural systems where input misallocation significantly affects profitability and sustainability. The findings contribute to policy formulation by emphasizing the need for improved resource allocation rather than mere input intensification.
	





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
	5
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	4
	

	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.
	Yes
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No
Suggestion:
The abstract can be improved by including specific quantitative results (e.g., key coefficients, MVP–MFC values, or gamma value). Additionally, the conclusion part can be more concise and policy-oriented.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes (with minor issues)
  Some equations and model specifications are missing or improperly formatted in the methodology section. 
  Notation (variables and symbols) should be clearly defined and consistently presented. 
  Minor inconsistencies exist between reported values (e.g., 97.5% vs 97.49%).
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

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

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

	No
	





PART  3

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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	  Methodology Section Needs Correction 
· Several equations (Cobb–Douglas, SFA, Tobit) are missing or not properly displayed. 
· Mathematical expressions should be clearly written and numbered. 
  Table Presentation 
· Tables are not properly formatted (alignment, labeling, clarity). 
· Combine coefficients and t-values into structured tables. 
· Clearly define significance levels. 
  Language and Grammar 
· Minor grammatical errors and repetition exist. 
· Improve sentence structure for clarity and academic tone. 
  Literature Review 
· Needs strengthening with more recent and region-specific studies. 
· Include more discussion on similar studies in vegetable crops. 
  Discussion Section 
· Although good, it can be improved by: 
· More comparison with previous empirical findings 
· Stronger linkage to theoretical expectations 
  Consistency Issues 
· Maintain consistency in: 
· Percentage values (97.5 vs 97.49) 
· Terminology (labour vs labor, fertilizer vs fertiliser depending on journal style) 
  Figures/Visuals 
· No figures included; consider adding: 
· Efficiency distribution graph 
· Conceptual framework diagram
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