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	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 offers valuable insights into how targeted technological interventions can significantly enhance the productivity and profitability of smallholder sheep farming systems. By combining traditional practices with scientific approaches, the study provides a replicable model for improving rural livelihoods, particularly in resource-constrained regions. The comprehensive evaluation of interventions such as genetic improvement, nutritional supplementation and ethno-veterinary practices contributes to the growing body of evidence on sustainable livestock management. It holds particular importance for researchers, extension workers and policymakers focused on inclusive agricultural development and livestock-based rural transformation.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes
	

	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 generally comprehensive, clearly outlining the study’s aim, methodology, key interventions and major findings. It effectively highlights the improvements in reproductive efficiency, lamb growth and farmer income resulting from the technological interventions. It could benefit from the inclusion of a brief mention of the sample size (200 farmers, with 50 selected for intervention) and the specific types of technologies used, such as improved rams, Azolla supplementation and ethno-veterinary practices, to give readers a fuller understanding of the study’s scope. Incorporating a sentence on the broader implications for sustainable rural development and knowledge dissemination would strengthen the abstract’s relevance to the scientific and development community. No deletions are necessary, but slight additions would enhance its clarity and impact.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct. It follows a structured research methodology, employs both qualitative and quantitative data collection techniques and presents the findings with clarity and supporting evidence. The interventions are well-grounded in existing scientific literature and the outcomes are logically interpreted in line with established research on livestock productivity and rural development. The manuscript also includes relevant citations to back its claims and the conclusions drawn are supported by the data presented. Overall, it maintains scientific rigor while addressing practical field-level challenges in sheep farming.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references in the manuscript are relevant, sufficient and fairly recent, supporting key themes like genetic improvement, nutrition and ethno-veterinary practices. Adding a few recent studies on climate resilience, cost-benefit analysis and gender-inclusive livestock development would enhance the scientific depth and contextual relevance of the work.
	

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


	Yes
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is well-structured, clearly written and presents practical, evidence-based insights into improving smallholder sheep farming through targeted technological interventions. It effectively bridges traditional practices with modern scientific approaches, offering valuable implications for rural development and livestock policy. Including more recent references and slightly expanding the abstract could further strengthen its academic impact. Overall, it makes a meaningful contribution to the field and is a commendable effort.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No
	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	No
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	MARKS of this  manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 

( Highest: 10  Lowest: 0 )
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Accept As It Is: (>9-10)

Minor Revision: (>8-9)

Major Revision: (>7-8)

Serious Major revision: (>5-7)

Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)

Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
	9
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