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	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 contributes to the understanding of agricultural efficiency by deploying Data Envelopment Analysis (DEA) to assess paddy production in the Madurai district. It provides valuable empirical evidence on how farmers utilize inputs relative to outputs, highlighting critical inefficiencies that limit productivity. By identifying both technical and scale inefficiencies, the study offers insights that can inform agricultural policy, resource management, and extension services aimed at improving farm-level performance. Furthermore, the findings are relevant to the broader scientific community that is working on food security, sustainable agriculture, and rural development, particularly in regions facing similar production and resource constraints.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is clear and informative, but it could be refined slightly to make it more concise. The phrase “DEA Approach” is somewhat repetitive because “DEA” already implies an analytical approach. Here are some alternatives:
· “Assessing the Technical Efficiency of Paddy Production in Madurai District Using Data Envelopment Analysis”
· “Technical Efficiency Analysis of Paddy Production in Madurai District, Tamil Nadu”
· “Data Envelopment Analysis of Technical Efficiency in Paddy Cultivation: Evidence from Madurai District”


	

	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 is generally clear and informative. It summarizes the purpose, method (DEA), sample size, and key findings (technical and scale efficiency values). However, it can be improved to make it more comprehensive, here are the area that need to improve:
· Clear research objective and context: The abstract can better state why this study was conducted (the research gap or problem in this region).
· Reinterpreted the results: Need explanation of what they imply for farmers or policymakers.
· Missing policy or practical implications: A short statement on how the findings can help improve agricultural planning.
· Minor structural adjustment – The abstract could flow better with a clear sequence: background → objective → methodology → key findings → implications.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the manuscript appears to be scientifically sound and methodologically appropriate, but there are a few areas where clarification or refinement would strengthen its rigor. Here are points could be improved to reinforce scientific robustness:

· Clarify the interpretation of results – The manuscript presents numerical efficiency scores but could better explain what these imply in practical or policy terms.

· Add brief justification for model selection – Explaining why DEA was chosen over stochastic frontier analysis (SFA) would strengthen methodological justification.

· Ensure consistency in reported efficiency figures – For example, the abstract mentions 60% technical efficiency and 66.66% scale efficiency, while later sections provide mean efficiency values (0.901 and 0.921). This should be clarified.

· Include limitations – A short note on possible data constraints or measurement limitations would make the analysis more transparent.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Reference overall is okey. But, It would help better to include a few more references that specifically address agricultural efficiency in paddy/rice production (or similar crop production in comparable contexts) and/or papers that make use of DEA with scale efficiency, return to scale, and the like — so as to show alignment with such studies and situate to the contribution more clearly. Here are some reference about it:
· https://doi.org/10.36956/rwae.v3i3.559
· https://doi.org/10.1016/j.seps.2022.101497

	

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


	It still relevant, but need proofreading, we can used aps like Grammarly to improve it.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is relevant and scientifically sound but would benefit from more detailed methodological explanation and deeper interpretation of the results. it would benefit from deeper explanation in certain sections to enhance scientific clarity and interpretive value. Suggestions for Improvement:
Methodology:

· Specify which inputs and outputs were included in the DEA model (e.g., land, labor, fertilizer, yield), and justify their selection with brief references to previous studies.

· Include the type of DEA model used (input- or output-oriented) and explain the rationale for this choice in the context of paddy farming.

· Briefly describe how data validity and reliability were ensured (e.g., through pilot testing or data cleaning).

Results and Discussion:

· The efficiency scores are clearly presented, but the interpretation could be expanded — for example, what practical implications do efficiency differences have for farm management or extension programs?

· Consider adding a short comparison with similar DEA studies in other districts or countries to show how your results align or differ.

· The discussion would also benefit from identifying key constraints contributing to inefficiency (e.g., input costs, irrigation access, or education levels).
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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