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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 provides valuable empirical evidence on total factor productivity (TFP) growth in chickpea cultivation, a key pulse crop for food security and sustainable agriculture in India. By applying a robust growth accounting framework, the study enhances understanding of how technological change and efficiency improvements contribute to agricultural productivity under predominantly rainfed conditions. The findings offer important insights for researchers and policymakers seeking to design strategies that promote productivity growth without excessive input intensification. Overall, the study contributes to the broader literature on agricultural economics and productivity analysis by addressing a region- and crop-specific knowledge gap.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title of the article is suitable. It clearly reflects the main focus of the study, the methodological approach, and the geographical scope. The title is concise, informative, and accurately represents the content of the manuscript. No alternative title is required.

If you prefer a slightly refined option (optional):

“Total Factor Productivity Growth of Chickpea in Maharashtra: An Empirical Analysis”
	

	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 comprehensive and well structured, as it clearly states the objective, methodology, and main findings of the study. However, a few minor improvements are recommended to enhance clarity and effectiveness. Specifically, the time period of the analysis could be explicitly mentioned, and some methodological details could be slightly condensed to avoid repetition. Additionally, briefly highlighting the policy or practical implications of the findings would strengthen the abstract’s relevance for a broader scientific and policy-oriented audience.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound. The data sources are appropriate and reliable, and the analytical framework used for estimating total factor productivity is well established in the literature. The methodology is applied correctly, and the results are presented and interpreted in a manner consistent with the study objectives. Overall, the scientific approach and conclusions of the manuscript are valid, with only minor improvements needed in terms of presentation and clarity.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally sufficient and relevant to the topic, and they adequately support the theoretical framework and empirical analysis of the study. Most of the cited works are well recognized in the field of agricultural productivity and growth analysis. However, the reference list could be strengthened by including a few more recent international studies (from the last 5–7 years) focusing on total factor productivity, pulse crops, or productivity growth under rainfed agricultural systems. Adding such recent literature would enhance the manuscript’s contextual depth and demonstrate stronger engagement with current research trends.
	

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


	The language and overall English quality of the article are generally suitable for scholarly communication, and the manuscript is understandable throughout. However, there are minor grammatical errors, repetitive phrases, and stylistic inconsistencies in some sections. A careful language editing or professional proofreading would further improve clarity, readability, and the overall presentation of the manuscript.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript addresses an important topic and presents a thorough analysis supported by appropriate data and methodology. The structure of the paper is generally clear; however, some sections, particularly the Results and Discussion, could be slightly condensed to avoid repetition and improve readability. In addition, clearer cross-referencing between tables, figures, and the corresponding discussion in the text would enhance coherence. Overall, with minor revisions focused on language polishing and presentation, the manuscript has good potential for publication.
The manuscript is scientifically correct and adds value to seed priming research. Minor revisions in the abstract and discussion will improve clarity and impact.
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