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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 (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 insights into the productivity dynamics of India’s food processing industry, a sector with significant implications for agricultural value addition, employment generation, and trade competitiveness. By applying a Total Factor Productivity (TFP) framework to Annual Survey of Industries data, the study highlights structural inefficiencies and sectoral heterogeneity. The findings are important for policymakers, researchers, and industry stakeholders seeking to enhance efficiency, sustainability, and competitiveness in food processing.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	Yes, the title is clear and reflects the scope and methodology of the study. A slightly shorter alternative could be: “Productivity Dynamics in India’s Food Processing Industry: A TFP 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 informative but overly long. It should be condensed to emphasize objectives, methodology, key findings, and policy implications. Repetition of sector statistics can be reduced.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound. The methodology is appropriate, though justification for using Cobb–Douglas instead of alternative functional forms (e.g., Translog) should be added. Interpretation of negative elasticities and extreme TFP values (e.g., macaroni, dairy) requires more discussion.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	References are adequate but could be strengthened with more recent studies (post-2021) on productivity and food processing.
	

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

	
Generally suitable, but the manuscript would benefit from editing to shorten long sentences, correct minor grammatical errors, and improve flow.



	

	Optional/General comments

	
Major Comments
· Abstract: Too lengthy; condense to highlight objectives, methods, key findings, and policy implications.
· Research Gap: Needs clearer articulation of novelty compared to Baliyan et al. (2015) and other cited works.
· Methodology: Justify use of Cobb–Douglas over alternatives (e.g., Translog, DEA). Clarify treatment of negative labour elasticities.
· Data Limitations: Discuss representativeness of ASI data and exclusion of unorganized sector.
· Results Interpretation: Provide deeper explanation for extreme TFP outcomes (e.g., macaroni +55%, dairy –18%).
· Policy Implications: Expand discussion on how findings translate into actionable strategies for different sub-sectors.
· Figures/Tables: Add graphical representation of TFP trends; improve clarity of Fig. 1 and ensure consistent formatting across tables.
Minor Comments
· Correct typographical errors (e.g., “pproductivity”).
· Shorten long sentences for readability.
· Ensure consistent citation style (some references lack full details).
· Add recent literature (post-2021) to strengthen context.
· Clarify terminology (e.g., “others” sub-sector) for international readers.
· Improve flow in literature review by grouping thematically rather than chronologically.
· Provide captions and explanatory notes for all figures and tables.
· Revise conclusion to emphasize contribution and limitations more explicitly.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (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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