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	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 holds significant importance for the scientific community as it addresses the practical and policy-relevant constraints in the value chain of Pusa Basmati 1121, one of India’s most prominent paddy varieties. By adopting a stakeholder-centric approach, it highlights bottlenecks faced by farmers, processors, traders and exporters, thereby providing a holistic understanding of systemic challenges in production, processing and marketing. Such insights are valuable for researchers, policymakers and industry stakeholders in designing interventions that improve efficiency, equity and sustainability in the basmati rice sector. Moreover, the findings contribute to the broader discourse on agricultural value chains, food security and rural livelihoods, offering lessons that can be extended to other crops and contexts.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, title of the article suitable
	

	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 of the article is fairly comprehensive as it outlines the purpose of the study, the methodology employed and the key findings regarding constraints in the Pusa Basmati 1121 value chain. It could be improved by including a clearer statement of the research gap being addressed and a more explicit mention of the stakeholder groups involved, which would strengthen its focus and novelty. Additionally, highlighting the practical implications of the findings, such as how the results can guide policymakers or improve farmer incomes and export competitiveness, would increase its relevance to a broader audience. To enhance readability, some sentences could be shortened or restructured to maintain flow and avoid redundancy.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound overall: it states a clear objective, applies an appropriate ex-post-facto design and uses a transparent ranking method (RBQ) with formula and definitions provided to prioritize stakeholder constraints, which aligns with standard practice in socio-economic value-chain studies. The sampling frame, locations (Karnal–Haryana; Gautam Budh Nagar–U.P.), respondent groups and sample sizes are described in sufficient detail to judge scope and replicability (80 farmers; 40 market actors across traders, commission agents, millers, wholesalers, retailers). Findings are internally consistent—headline constraints and RBQ scores are reported for each stakeholder category in the abstract and results (e.g., high input prices for farmers; inconsistent quality for millers; credit constraints for wholesalers/retailers). A reasonable literature linkage is provided and conclusions reflect the evidence presented. That said, scientific rigor would be further strengthened by acknowledging limitations inherent to purposive site selection and an ex-post-facto design (no causal inference) and by adding basic robustness checks (e.g., sensitivity of RBQ ranks to category weights).
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Adequate and reasonably recent, but consider adding a few 2022–2025 studies on basmati/rice value chains, RBQ-based prioritization, post-harvest/processing tech, export policy shocks and stakeholder-mapping in Indian agri supply chains to strengthen currency and context.
	

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


	The language is generally suitable for scholarly communication, though minor grammatical corrections and smoother sentence structuring would improve clarity and readability.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Targeted, non-overlapping suggestions, add a one-page conceptual framework linking stakeholder constraints to outcomes (costs, quality, export readiness), report survey dates, seasonality and sampling/eligibility criteria, plus include a worked RBQ example (one item from raw ranks → RBQ) and provide questionnaire/indicator definitions in an appendix for reproducibility, present constraint heterogeneity (farmer subgroups by farm size/irrigation, traders vs. millers) and simple robustness checks (bootstrap CIs for RBQ ranks, sensitivity to alternative weights), insert a value-chain map with margin build-ups and a compact “implication matrix” (constraint × actor × actionable policy/tech fix × expected gain), standardize units/prices (base year, deflators, exchange rates) and note data availability and limitations, tighten figures/tables (self-contained captions, readable labels) and add two or three stakeholder quotes to ground key findings.
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