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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 relevant policy question in Indian agricultural economics related to land degradation- waterlogging, soil salinity, and alkalinity and translate into measurable economic losses for farm households.

Study includes Jhajjar district of Haryana, the study provides regionally specific cost-return evidence through peer review literature 
The comparative analytical approach in contrast between two crops (Bajra and Mustard) offers a clear, quantified picture of the profitability gap attributable to degraded soil and water conditions to policymakers. Given that Haryana is among India’s most agriculturally significant states and faces serious groundwater depletion and waterlogging concerns, primary data of this kind fills a gap that secondary or remote-sensing analyses cannot address alone.
The study is valuable to agricultural extension services, state agricultural departments, and rural development planners seeking to prioritize remediation investments. finding suggest problematic farms underperform on both gross return and net return by substantial margins provides an economic rationale for soil reclamation programmes complementing the existing agronomic and ecological literature on land degradation in region.
finding that mustard outperforms Bajra in economic efficiency on both farm types adds a crop-choice dimension to the policy conversation that could inform diversification recommendations for farmers operating on degraded land.

	


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

The title is evocative and accessible to a general audience. However, the metaphorical phrasing (“When Land Suffers”) is unusual for an economics journal. The sub-title accurately describes the study. Satisfactory for a broader-audience journal; may need toning for a specialist economics outlet
	

	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

The abstract describes the study area, methodology, and main findings at a basic level. It omits the sample size, the specific year of data collection (2024-25), and quantitative findings (e.g., BCR values). Strengthening the abstract with key numbers would substantially improve it.
	

	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

Keywords are relevant but limited. “MSP of Crops” is unexplained and its relevance is unclear from the paper content. Suggest replacing with more analytically precise terms such as “Agricultural Profitability”, “Cost-Return Analysis”, or “Jhajjar District” for discoverability.
	

	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

The introduction covers the global and national context adequately. However, it does not review prior cost-return studies on degraded farmland in Haryana specifically, leaving the study’s contribution somewhat implicit. A more direct gap statement is needed.
	

	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

The study does not contain a formal objectives or hypothesis section. The research purpose is inferable from the introduction but is never explicitly enumerated. Specific, numbered objectives should be stated before the Materials and Methods section.
	

	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

References include recent publications up to 2025-26, which is commendable. However, the literature review is embedded within the introduction and is too brief. No prior cost-return comparison studies on degraded vs. normal farms are discussed, which would have contextualised the findings.
	

	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

The purposive sampling approach and comparative cost-return framework are appropriate for the research question. However, the selection criteria for ‘normal’ vs. ‘problematic’ farms are not operationally defined. Statistical significance is claimed (asterisks in tables) but no test or p-value is reported.
	

	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
	The study involves human subjects (farmer interviews). A statement on informed consent and, if applicable, institutional ethics approval should be added in the Methods section. Currently absent.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4

Tables 1 and 2 are clearly structured and the data is readable. The narrative walk-through of figures is helpful for non-specialist readers. However, the discussion of Table 2 refers to incorrect variable cost figures in one paragraph (see Part 2.2 comments).
	

	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

Both tables are relevant and well-formatted. Parenthetical percentages add useful context. The absence of any figure (e.g., a comparative bar chart of key returns) is a missed opportunity for visual impact. No figures are included.
	

	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

This is the weakest section. The discussion section is merged with results and contains almost no comparison with prior studies. The paper does not discuss why problematic farms have higher variable costs as a proportion of total costs, nor does it situate the BCR values within the regional or national literature.
	

	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
	4

The main conclusions — that normal farms are more profitable and that mustard outperforms Bajra — are well-supported by the data in Tables 1 and 2. The recommendation to ‘improve farm conditions’ is logical but underspecified.
	

	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

There is no limitations section. A study of only 60 farmers across two villages has significant generalisability constraints that must be acknowledged. The cross-sectional, single-year design also precludes causal inference. These limitations must be explicitly discussed.
	

	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

References are relevant. However, there are only 12 references for a research article — this is insufficient. Several citations (Bansal et al., 2026) appear to be future-dated publications, which is irregular. Core literature on land degradation economics in South Asia (e.g., Mythili & Goedecke, 2016; Nkonya et al., 2016) is not cited.
	

	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

The language is generally understandable. However, several passages are conversational in tone (e.g., “Let’s take a closer look”; “That’s a pretty good deal”), which is inappropriate for a peer-reviewed academic journal. The manuscript requires a thorough language revision.
	


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.
	Partially. The title is creative and accessible but may not meet the conventions of agricultural economics journals, which typically prefer precise, descriptive titles. A suggested revision: “Economic Consequences of Land Degradation on Bajra and Mustard Cultivation: A Comparative Cost-Return Analysis of Normal and Problematic Farms in Jhajjar District, Haryana.” This retains the core message while conforming to disciplinary norms.

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No. The abstract does not state: (a) the sample size (n = 60 farmers); (b) the specific data year (2024-25); (c) key quantitative results such as BCR values or the magnitude of net return differences. Adding these would make the abstract self-standing. Suggested minimum addition: report the BCR for both crops on normal vs. problematic farms and the net return difference for mustard (₹30,324 vs. ₹8,653 per ha).
 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	yes, but with specific issues requiring correction:
· Table 1 note states “* indicates significance at 1 per cent level” but no statistical test (t-test, Mann-Whitney U, etc.) is reported anywhere in the text. The asterisks in the tables are therefore unsupported. Either report the test used and the test statistic, or remove the significance notation.
· The Results section discussion of Table 2 states: “problematic farms spent more on variable costs, around ₹32,314 per ha, compared to regular farms, which spent around ₹30,566 per ha.” While numerically correct, the interpretive commentary in the same paragraph is internally inconsistent: the text simultaneously describes normal farms as spending “a lot more on fixed costs” while also having “levenly distributed costs” — these phrases need clarification.
· The B:C ratio over variable cost for Bajra on normal farms is 0.85, which means for every rupee of variable cost, the farmer recovers only ₹0.85 — i.e., a loss on variable costs alone. This counter-intuitive finding (which suggests Bajra cultivation on normal farms does not even cover variable costs) is not discussed. The authors should verify this figure or explain the interpretation.
· The MSP keyword in keywords is not discussed anywhere in the paper. If MSP (Minimum Support Price) is the pricing basis for gross return calculation, this should be explicitly stated in the Methods section.
 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Mostly Yes but the reference list is too short (12 entries) for an empirical research article. Specific concerns:
· Bansal et al. (2026) is cited as a published journal article, but the year 2026 is in the future relative to the standard publication cycle. If this is an in-press article, it should be cited as “In Press” with the journal name.
· Key foundational and recent literature on land degradation economics and cost-return analysis in South Asian agriculture is absent. The authors should engage with studies on soil degradation costs in Haryana and Punjab and comparative farm profitability analyses from comparable contexts.
· Several citations in the reference list have formatting inconsistencies (some use et al. in italic, some not; spacing issues in URLs).

	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	Potentially. The study collects primary data through face-to-face farmer interviews. No mention is made of informed consent, participant anonymity, or institutional ethics review. While agricultural surveys are generally considered low-risk, a brief ethics statement confirming that participation was voluntary and data was anonymised is required by most journals.
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