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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.
	The chapter addresses an important topic in agricultural economics and forecasting by comparing standalone and hybrid forecasting approaches for cashew nut price prediction in Andhra Pradesh. The study contributes to the growing literature on the application of machine learning and hybrid econometric models in agricultural market analysis. The comparison between ARIMA, SVR, and hybrid ARIMA–SVR models provides useful insights for researchers, policymakers, traders, and farmers involved in price risk management and market planning. The manuscript also demonstrates the relevance of combining linear and nonlinear modelling techniques for improving forecasting accuracy in agricultural commodity markets.
	




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
	3
	

	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
	2
	

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

	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
	2
	

	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
	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
	2
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	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
	3
	

	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
	2
	




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? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	The abstract covers the objectives, methodology, data source, and key findings adequately. However, a few improvements are recommended:
· The testing dataset proportion (6%) appears unusually small and should be justified briefly or revised. 
· The abstract states that the hybrid model outperformed standalone models, whereas Table 2 shows that the SVR model produced lower RMSE and MAPE values than the hybrid model. This inconsistency should be clarified. 
· The conclusion in the abstract should better reflect the trade-off between forecasting accuracy and residual diagnostics. 
· Minor grammatical corrections and simplification of some sentences would improve readability.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	The manuscript is scientifically relevant and the methodology is generally appropriate for time-series forecasting research. The use of ARIMA, SVR, hybrid ARIMA–SVR models, Box–Pierce, and BDS tests is suitable for the stated objectives. However, several scientific and methodological issues should be addressed:
1. There is a major inconsistency between the results and conclusions. Table 2 indicates that the SVR model achieved the lowest RMSE and MAPE values, yet the manuscript repeatedly claims that the hybrid ARIMA–SVR model outperformed all standalone models. This interpretation should be revised and discussed more carefully. 
2. The hybrid model’s test RMSE (255.32) is substantially higher than the SVR model’s RMSE (24.09). Therefore, the claim of “superior predictive capability” of the hybrid model is not fully supported by the presented evidence. 
3. Table 6 incorrectly mentions “Banana prices” instead of “Cashew nut prices.” This appears to be a copy-editing error and should be corrected. 
4. Some equations and mathematical symbols are either missing or improperly formatted in the manuscript. The equations should be clearly presented and properly typeset. 
5. The manuscript does not clearly explain the procedure used to construct the hybrid ARIMA–SVR model, especially how residuals were modelled and combined. 
6. The rationale for selecting a 94%–6% train-test split should be justified because the testing sample is relatively small for forecasting evaluation. 
7. The manuscript would benefit from including additional performance metrics such as MAE or Theil’s U statistic. 
More discussion is needed on the practical implications of the forecast results for farmers, traders, and policymakers.
	

	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
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