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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.
	
I went through this manuscript critically and was satisfied to see that it addresses a practically relevant gap by combining three analytical frameworks (Cobb-Douglas production function, stochastic frontier analysis, and Tobit regression) to assess farm-level efficiency in off-season cabbage production in Manipur, India. 

Studies of this nature are particularly valuable for northeastern India, where horticultural productivity data remain comparatively sparse in peer-reviewed literature. In particular, the central finding, that high technical efficiency can coexist with substantial allocative inefficiency, is a useful empirical contribution that challenges the extension practice assumption of equating high output proximity with overall economic optimality. 

Additionally, the paper's methodology is replicable across similar high-value off-season vegetable production contexts in South and Southeast Asia and has direct relevance for input rationalization policies.

	





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
	3
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	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
	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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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 informative and well-constructed. The phrase "Multi-Approach Farm-Level Assessment" accurately signals the three-method framework used. 

Although there is a minor issue worth noting for the authors, which is that "Efficiency and Input Use" merges two distinct concepts (technical efficiency and allocative efficiency) without distinguishing them, which could slightly mislead a reader scanning titles. 

A more tight revision might read: "Technical and Allocative Efficiency in Off-Season Cabbage Production: A Farm-Level Multi-Method Assessment." This preserves the current meaning while being more precise.


	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	
The abstract is only partially comprehensive. Let me explain: The abstract does follow a structured format and covers background, aims, design, methodology, results, and conclusions, which is commendable. However, I discovered three issues that seem to reduce its value. 

First, the stated aim is "to analyze allocative and technical efficiency and their implications for sustainable resource use," yet the results section of the abstract only summarizes technical efficiency and Tobit findings, without reporting any allocative efficiency ratios or the pattern of under- versus over-utilization that forms a major portion of the results. 

Second, the abstract states the Tobit variables were "not statistically significant" but does not note the practical implication, namely that efficiency is homogeneous across farm types, which is the key policy message. 

Third, the mean technical efficiency of 97.5% is a striking figure that warrants one sentence of contextual qualification in the abstract itself, since readers encountering it without context may question it immediately.

So I would offer the suggestion that one sentence summarizing allocative findings (e.g., fertilizer and labour were overutilized while seed was underutilized in most farm categories) and another sentence noting what the Tobit insignificance implies for policy targeting, be added. This would ensure scientific clarity and comprehensiveness. 


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	
The article is scientifically correct for several reasons, but with significant concerns in three areas.

First, the gamma value of 0.9988 is interpreted as showing that nearly all output variation stems from inefficiency, yet this sits uneasily alongside a mean TE of 97.5% and a near-zero sigma-squared of 0.00123. If farms are already operating so close to the frontier with minimal spread, there is very little variation for gamma to explain. The authors should reconcile these parameters rather than repeatedly asserting that inefficiency dominates output variation.

Second, the returns to scale estimates are implausibly low, particularly for marginal farms (sum of elasticities = 0.016), implying a 1.6% output gain from doubling all inputs. The manuscript acknowledges multicollinearity testing in Section 2.4.1.1 but never reports the results. VIF values or a condition index should be included to rule out collinearity as the source of these unusual coefficients.

Third, the MVP/MFC ratio for plant protection chemicals in marginal farms is -768.97. This extreme figure follows from the negative elasticity coefficient (-0.58) and warrants more than a routine classification as overutilization.

My suggestions would be that the authors report multicollinearity diagnostics (VIF values or condition index) explicitly. They should also revisit the discussion of gamma versus mean TE consistency, and provide at minimum one paragraph explaining the PPC ratio anomaly in marginal farms.

	

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

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

The references are only partially sufficient for this study. I am thinking that the reference list is somewhat small (13 citations) for a study that is employing three analytical models. 

While foundational sources (Aigner et al. 1977; Battese and Coelli 1995; Kumbhakar and Lovell 2000) are appropriately cited, the empirical literature is thin. There is no citation of any vegetable efficiency study conducted specifically in India or northeastern India, and which weakens the contextual benchmarking. 

For example, there are published stochastic frontier studies on tomato, potato, and other vegetables from Himachal Pradesh, Uttar Pradesh, and Tamil Nadu that could usefully frame the 97.5% TE finding. 

The Wongnaa et al. (2019) reference is from Ghana and used for a general claim about vegetable production input costs, which agreeably is a weak cross-continental analogy. 

The Chadha and Pareek (1993) citation, which is now over 30 years old, appears only in the introduction's first sentence and should ideally be supplemented with a more recent overview of Indian horticulture. 

Overall the authors should expand the reference list by at least 8 to 10 recent (2015 to 2024) empirical studies on horticultural efficiency in India.

	

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

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

	
I would say No. The authors declare no competing interests and declare no AI use in writing. No concerns regarding data fabrication, plagiarism, or participant harm are apparent. The study uses primary data collected through personal interviews; an ethics clearance statement or IRB reference would strengthen the manuscript even if not currently required by the journal.
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