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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 challenges of disseminating agroecological knowledge and practices within local farming communities, specifically from the experience of Farmer Research Networks (FRNs) in Singida District, Tanzania. It highlights the complexities involved in bridging the gap between scientific knowledge and practical, local farming systems. By examining the successes and obstacles faced in this region, the study contributes to the broader understanding of how agroecological approaches can be effectively communicated and adopted in rural settings. The findings are essential for improving the design and implementation of future agricultural extension services, ensuring that sustainable practices are not only accessible but also feasible for farmers in similar socio-economic contexts.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title of the article, "Challenges of Disseminating Agroecological Knowledge and Practices: Experience from Farmer Research Networks in Singida District, Tanzania", is suitable as it clearly reflects the focus of the study on the dissemination of agroecological knowledge and practices through Farmer Research Networks (FRNs) in Singida District. However, to make it more concise and engaging, you might consider the following alternative title:

"Disseminating Agroecological Practices: Lessons from Farmer Research Networks in Singida District, Tanzania
	

	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.


	 Clarify the Issue of "Resistance to Change": The point about resistance to change is important, but it could be expanded to explain why this resistance occurs. Is it due to cultural factors, economic pressures, or other reasons? Providing a bit more detail would make the abstract more comprehensive.

 Rephrase Redundant Phrasing: The phrase "dissemination of AE knowledge and practices" is repeated several times. Consider simplifying or rewording to avoid redundancy. For example, "dissemination of agroecological knowledge" could be used just once, and the second reference could be more general, like "efforts to promote AE practices."

 Expand on "Gender Inequality": While gender inequality is mentioned, it might be helpful to briefly specify how it manifests in the context of FRNs. For example, does it involve unequal access to information, leadership roles, or resource distribution? This would provide more depth to the problem.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? Please write here.
	Based on the abstract provided, the manuscript appears scientifically sound. It identifies relevant challenges faced by Farmer Research Networks (FRNs) in promoting agroecological knowledge, backed by qualitative methodology and thematic analysis. The study appropriately highlights key barriers such as resistance to change, resource limitations, gender inequality, and a lack of expertise in new technologies. However, it would be beneficial to verify the accuracy of specific findings and ensure that the proposed solutions are supported by sufficient data in the full manuscript.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Additionally, references on gender inclusivity in agricultural research and participatory learning methods would strengthen the manuscript.
	

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


	The language and English quality are generally clear, but there are areas for improvement to enhance its scholarly tone and readability. Some sentences are a bit long and complex, which could be streamlined for better flow. Additionally, there are instances of repetition (e.g., "dissemination of AE knowledge and practices") that could be simplified to avoid redundancy. Overall, with some revisions for clarity and conciseness, the language would be suitable for scholarly communication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Overall, the manuscript addresses an important issue regarding the challenges faced by Farmer Research Networks (FRNs) in disseminating agroecological knowledge, which is highly relevant for sustainable agriculture. The study provides valuable insights into the barriers encountered, such as resistance to change, resource limitations, gender inequality, and a lack of technical expertise.

However, the manuscript would benefit from a few improvements:

1. Clarity and Structure: Some sections could be more clearly structured for better readability. Consider breaking up long sentences and reducing redundancy.

2. Contextual Details: It would be helpful to provide more context about the geographical or socio-economic settings of the study to give a clearer picture of the challenges faced by FRNs in specific regions.

3. Data Support: Ensure that the findings are well-supported by data and that the recommendations are clearly linked to the evidence presented.

4. References: Double-check that the references are recent, relevant, and comprehensive, particularly concerning gender and agroecological practices
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	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 detail)Reviewer’s comment Based on the manuscript there don't appear to be any obvious ethical issues. The study involves qualitative methodologies to explore the challenges faced by Farmer Research Networks (FRNs) in disseminating agroecological knowledge, which seems to adhere to ethical research practices. However, some considerations should be kept in mind:

	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	Based on the manscript there are no apparent competing interest issues mentioned in the manuscript. 
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	no
	


	PART  3: Declaration of Competing Interest of the Reviewer:



	Here reviewer should declare his/her competing interest. If nothing to declare he/she can write “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer”
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	Guideline
	MARKS of this  manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 

( Highest: 10  Lowest: 0 )

Guideline: 

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)
	7.5
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