
Review Form 3
	

	Journal Name:
	Journal of Experimental Agriculture International 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_JEAI_137595

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Economic Analysis of Farming Systems in Mahabubabad District of Telangana State, India

	Type of the Article
	Original Research Article


[bookmark: _Hlk171324449]
	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	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 a highly relevant topic concerning the economic analysis of farming systems in a resource-constrained rural district of Telangana, India. The study provides valuable empirical insights into how Integrated Farming Systems (IFS) perform across different farm sizes, particularly in terms of income distribution, employment generation, and resource recycling. Its findings can inform local policy interventions to enhance farm sustainability and rural livelihoods. Moreover, the work contributes to a growing body of literature on farm diversification strategies suitable for small and marginal farmers in South Asia.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	Yes, the title is suitable and accurately reflects the study content.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.
	The abstract summarizes the study well but can be improved for clarity and precision.
Suggestions: Remove some redundancy. Highlight key numerical findings. Better emphasize the novelty of the research and main conclusion.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound in its design and descriptive analysis. However, it lacks statistical testing to validate differences across groups (e.g., ANOVA, t-tests), which would improve robustness. Some sections are overly descriptive and could benefit from concise writing and focused interpretation.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript includes a wide range of references, many of which are relevant and recent. However, some references (e.g., Behera et al., 2004) are repeated.
Suggestion: Consider including more international references post-2020 to expand the global relevance.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?

	The language needs moderate to significant revision. Several grammatical errors, awkward phrasing, and inconsistent tense usage were found.
Suggestion: A thorough language check by a native English editor is recommended before publication.
	

	Optional/General comments

	Ensure all figures (e.g., Figure 1–3) are properly inserted in the manuscript.
Improve figure captions to be self-contained.
Add policy implications or specific recommendations in the conclusion section.
Clarify the methodology of Garrett’s ranking technique briefly for readers unfamiliar with it.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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