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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (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 paper fills a significant but relatively unexplored space in agricultural extension—training needs assessment for Bangladesh’s litchi farmers. With the economic stature of litchi cultivation in Dinajpur having a multiplier effect on other fruit crop management in the tropics, this work provides valuable information. It also uses a rigorous approach and correlational analysis in connecting socio-economic aspects to training needs, something that can inform policy formulation as well as extension intervention. The results are pertinent, particularly in light of rising demand for horticulture exports
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	Yes, the title is well suited to the study scope and content.
	

	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 in general thorough but a trifle wordy and too descriptive. It would improve by using briefer language and a more organized structure. Recommendations:

· Separate the objective, methods, key findings, and implications.

· Eliminate extraneous background information from the abstract.

· Be consistent in words such as "fish farmers" (looks to be a mistake).
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript as a whole is scientifically strong. It properly uses quantitative methods like Pearson's correlation to determine correlations between variables. The methodology is appropriate, the sampling is proper, and ethical standards are cited. Some points do need to be addressed:

· Results would be enhanced by more explicit subheadings and graphical summarization (i.e., figures or more labeled tables).

· Repetition is present, notably between the conclusion and results sections.

· Some statements are overly speculative without supporting evidence.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The sources are in general adequate and germane. But:

· There are a few outdated citations; you might think about replacing these or adding more up-to-date from recent publications of the last half-decade.

· Some of the sources used in the writing (e.g., Akhter 2007, Sarker 2007) are missing from the list of references. Cross-check each reference source to ensure consistency.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	The manuscript needs a rigorous language edit to eliminate issues of repetition and redundant phrasing. 
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