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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 tackles a critical topic, the role of NGOs in agricultural technology dissemination which is highly relevant in today’s push for sustainable and inclusive agricultural development. The study brings attention to an important issue, but it could be significantly strengthened with clearer structure, deeper analysis, and a more engaging narrative. Right now, the paper feels more like an overview rather than a critical examination of how and why NGOs succeed (or fail) in this domain.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is informative but quite long-winded. A more engaging and concise alternative could be: “How NGOs Shape Agricultural Technology Dissemination in Coastal Andhra Pradesh: A Review”
This keeps the core idea while making it more reader-friendly.
	

	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 gives a general idea of the paper’s focus but lacks precision. It should immediately inform the reader about:

· The specific research gap the paper addresses. What’s missing in current knowledge? Why does this review matter?

· The methodology—even in a review paper, explaining how sources were selected or synthesized gives credibility.

· Key insights or findings—right now, the abstract is broad, but it should tell the reader exactly what they’ll learn.

Suggested Improvements:
· Instead of generic statements about NGOs helping farmers, highlight specific mechanisms through which they facilitate technology adoption.

· Add a sentence on policy implications, why should policymakers care about this review?

· If possible, quantify some of the impact NGOs have had. Even estimates from previous studies would help strengthen the argument.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The paper is logically structured, but it lacks depth in critical analysis. The discussion needs to go beyond describing NGOs’ roles and explore why they succeed or fail. Here are some areas that could be improved:

· Comparison with other regions: How does NGO involvement in Andhra Pradesh compare to other Indian states or even global case studies? This would provide a richer perspective.

· Challenges faced by NGOs: What are the barriers limiting their effectiveness? Funding? Government policies? Farmer trust? Identifying these factors would add value.

· Impact assessment: Are there any studies or data that quantify how much NGOs have actually improved technology adoption rates? Even citing existing research would make the argument more compelling.

Policy Relevance:
While the topic is important, the paper does not sufficiently translate findings into actionable recommendations for policymakers or practitioners. A dedicated section on policy implications would strengthen its impact.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is relevant but could be more up-to-date. Agricultural technology is evolving rapidly, and the latest studies (within the last 5 years) should be included. Specific recommendations:

· Add literature on recent innovations in agricultural technology transfer.

· If possible, cite global perspectives—are there lessons from Africa, Latin America, or Southeast Asia that could apply here?

· Ensure consistent formatting in citations.
	

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


	The language is understandable, but certain parts feel dry and overly technical. Making it more engaging and argument-driven would improve readability. Suggestions:

· Use clear, direct sentences instead of long, complex ones.

· Avoid repetition, some sections reiterate the same points without adding new insights.

· Add more signposts (e.g., “In contrast,” “This raises the question of,” “A key issue often overlooked is…”) to guide the reader.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· A policy recommendations section would be valuable, what should governments or NGOs do differently based on these findings?

· Including a table or framework summarizing different NGO models (e.g., government-backed, donor-funded, grassroots) would provide a clearer picture of variations in effectiveness.

· It would be great to see some real-world case studies or examples. Right now, the discussion feels theoretical, but adding concrete stories of successful (or failed) NGO projects would make it much more compelling
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with 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 details)
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