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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 manuscript addresses an important agricultural-economics issue by examining the economics of ginger production and the marketing channels used by growers in Niuland District, Nagaland. The study uses primary data from 90 ginger growers and combines farm-level economic analysis with marketing-channel assessment. The topic is relevant for understanding farm profitability, producer price realization and the role of intermediaries in horticultural value chains. The findings could be useful to extension agencies, farmer organizations and policymakers, provided that the numerical inconsistencies identified in the cost and marketing calculations are corrected.
	


PART  2.1 (Objective Evaluation)
	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	Rating: 4/5

Yes. The title clearly identifies the commodity, location and principal dimensions of analysis.
	

	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
	Rating: 3/5

Generally yes. It covers the objectives, sample, methods, major economic findings and marketing channels. However, the numerical results should be checked against the corrected tables.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

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

Yes. The keywords are relevant to the subject and reflect the main concepts examined.
	

	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
	Rating: 4/5

The background is generally well organized and establishes the importance of ginger. The research gap could be stated more sharply.
	

	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
	Rating: 5/5

Yes. The three objectives are clearly stated and correspond to the main analyses.
	

	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
	Rating: 3/5

The literature is relevant, but the review would benefit from a more critical synthesis and stronger coverage of recent empirical studies on ginger economics and marketing.
	

	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
	Rating: 3/5

The multistage sampling and descriptive/cost-return/marketing analyses are generally appropriate. However, the reported cost and marketing calculations require careful verification and reconciliation.
	

	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
	Rating: 3/5

A written-consent statement is provided. The authors should clarify whether ethical approval or exemption was required and, if applicable, identify the relevant approving authority.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 

Rating Scale: 

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

The results are generally understandable, but several numerical inconsistencies across tables and text need correction.
	

	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
	Rating: 3/5

The tables are relevant and useful, but some reported values and percentages are inconsistent and should be recalculated.
	

	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
	Rating: 3/5

The discussion makes reasonable comparisons with previous studies, although a more analytical interpretation would strengthen the manuscript.



	

	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
	Rating: 3/5

The broad conclusions are plausible, but the central economic and marketing indicators should be recalculated before the conclusions are considered fully supported.
	

	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
	Rating: 5/5

Yes. The manuscript clearly acknowledges sample size, geographic coverage, recall bias, seasonal variation, post-harvest losses and limitations of the marketing analysis.
	

	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
	Rating: 3/5

The references are generally relevant, but the literature base could be strengthened with additional recent empirical studies directly related to ginger production and marketing.
	

	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
	Rating: 4/5

The manuscript is generally readable, although some wording, formatting and numerical presentation should be revised.
	


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

The title is suitable and accurately reflects the subject, location and analytical focus of the study.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, subject to revision

The abstract is reasonably comprehensive, but its numerical results should be checked after the authors reconcile the tables and calculations.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO,   major revision required

The study design and general analytical approach are reasonable, but important numerical inconsistencies need correction. For example, the average variable-cost figures differ between the text, Table 3 and Table 4; the producer's share reported for Channel II does not follow directly from the formula stated in the manuscript; and the reported marketing-efficiency value should be recalculated.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

(YES or NO)

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

The references are relevant but should be strengthened with more recent and directly comparable studies.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	NO major issue identified, but clarification is recommended

The manuscript states that written consent was collected and preserved. The authors should clarify the ethical-review/approval or exemption procedure, if applicable.
Detailed Reviewer Comments

1. The manuscript appears to contain substantial text that may have been generated or extensively assisted by artificial intelligence, as indicated by the AI-detection assessment and by several passages showing highly formulaic, repetitive, and generic academic phrasing (44.8% AI/GPT likelihood). The authors are therefore encouraged to carefully review the manuscript for originality, accuracy, consistency, and appropriate attribution, and to disclose any use of AI-assisted tools in accordance with the journal/publisher’s policy. In particular, the authors should verify all numerical results, references, methodological descriptions, and interpretations against the original research data and sources.

1. Cost calculations: The authors should recalculate the cost-of-cultivation tables from the original data. The average variable-cost components reported in Table 3 sum to approximately Rs. 30,840.71/ha, whereas the text reports Rs. 32,404.71/ha and Table 4 reports Rs. 26,149.10/ha. These values need to be reconciled.

2. Total cost: The relationship among variable cost, fixed cost and total cost should be checked. The reported components do not consistently reproduce the reported average total cost of Rs. 53,433.44/ha.

3. Profitability measures: Cost A1, Cost A2, Cost B, Cost C1, Cost C2, net income and return from management should be recalculated after correcting the underlying cost figures.

4. Producer's share: The manuscript states the formula as producer's net price divided by consumer price multiplied by 100. With the reported Channel-II prices of Rs. 50 and Rs. 120 per kg, this calculation gives 41.67%, not 33.33%. The authors should verify the original data, definition and calculation.

5. Marketing efficiency: The manuscript reports Shepherd's formula as ME = V/I and gives Channel-II consumer value of Rs. 120/kg and marketing cost of Rs. 35.54/kg, but 120/35.54 is approximately 3.38 rather than 3.20. The authors should verify the formula and calculation.

6. Marketing margins: The authors should clearly distinguish gross marketing margin from net marketing margin and reconcile producer price, intermediary purchase/selling prices, marketing costs and margins so that the complete price chain is transparent.

7. Education percentages: The percentages reported for the education categories in Table 1 should be checked because they do not sum to 100%.

8. Sampling: The authors should provide a clearer justification for the selection of the two blocks and the numbers of respondents selected per village, and explain whether a complete sampling frame was used.

9. Literature: The literature review should more clearly establish and provide a stronger comparison with previous studies on ginger economics and marketing.

10. Presentation: Tables, units, currency symbols, decimals and terminology should be standardized throughout the manuscript.
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