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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 research provides empirical evidence on the awareness and adoption of ANGRAU-recommended paddy technologies among farmers, contributing to the literature on agricultural technology adoption. It can be used to pinpoint specific technological gaps where awareness is high, but adoption is low, and thus serve as a foundation for developing more targeted extension programs. The results can help agricultural economists, extensionists, scientists, and decision-makers better understand the factors that affect farmers' adoption of better production and crop protection technologies. The study also has broader implications for enhancing the effectiveness of agricultural technology transfer and for developing better evidence-based tools for sustainable paddy production.

	



2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 – The abstract contains figures that are not consistent with the ones in the tables. For example, the Abstract reports 85% adoption of the recommended seed rate, whereas the table appears to show 60 out of 60 farmers adopting it. Similar discrepancies occur for weed and rodent management.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 – The ex-post facto design and structured interview schedules are to a large extent appropriate for the study. However, the methodology requires major clarification and improvement, particularly regarding the sampling procedure, justification for the sample size, operational definitions of awareness and adoption, and the statistical procedures used to calculate adoption. The small sample size of 60 farmers limits the generalizability of the findings. Therefore, the methodology is acceptable in principle but requires substantial revision before the study can be methodologically robust. 

	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 – The results are summarised in tables, although the content is not clearly presented, as several of the percentages do not correspond to the number of frequencies cited in the tables and different denominators are used for awareness and adoption. Some adoption percentages are reported in the context of adoption by farmers aware of the issue, and not for the entire sample of farmers, thus making the interpretation misleading. The authors should verify all tables against the raw data, clearly define the denominators, and update the Abstract, Results, Discussion, and Conclusion
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


	3 – The tables are generally relevant and provide useful descriptive information, but some of the tables require revision for clarity and consistency. Some tables contain inconsistent percentages (See Tables 2, 3, 12, the plant protection table, and the rodent management table). The authors should correct all frequency-percentage discrepancies, clearly state the denominator used for each percentage, and retain only tables that directly support the objectives of the study,
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 – The comparison with the existing literature is largely descriptive and repetitive rather than analytical. The authors should clearly explain whether their findings agree or disagree with previous studies, why the differences may have occurred, and what the present study adds to existing knowledge. Additionally, the discussion should be revised after correcting the adoption percentages, because some of the current interpretations are based on inconsistent denominators.
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 – The conclusions are generally aligned with the study objectives, but some statements are not fully supported because several adoption percentages are based on inconsistent denominators. The conclusion should therefore be revised after verification of the raw data.
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A – There is no section for limitations of the study.
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	2 – Requires grammatical improvements/
	




PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	To some extent, yes. But requires improvement to reflect the objectives of the study. I suggest: Awareness and adoption of ANGRAU-Recommended Paddy Production Technologies among Farmers in Anakapalli District of Andhra Pradesh
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	Yes; however, it contains numerical inconsistencies with the tables. It should be revised to report only verified results.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
S.
	The manuscript addresses a scientifically relevant agricultural extension issue. However, it cannot yet be considered fully scientifically correct because of the issues in data consistency, calculation of adoption percentages, operational definitions of awareness/adoption, sampling limitations, and interpretation of results.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	YES
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	NO
	


Reviewer details:

Basil Bassey Oyonumoh, Ahmadu Bello University, Nigeria



Page 4 of 4
V240326


