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	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.


	The manuscript addresses a vital topic in rural finance and agricultural economics. The Kisan Credit Card (KCC) scheme plays a significant role in enhancing access to institutional credit for farmers in India. This paper's empirical assessment of the scheme’s performance across various banking institutions—commercial, cooperative, and RRBs—both at the national level and specifically within Sultanpur district of Uttar Pradesh, adds substantial value. The study provides a deep insight into growth trends, identifies implementation challenges, and uses statistically sound methods (CAGR, Garrett ranking) to quantify performance and constraints. These insights are useful for policymakers, development planners, and banking institutions aiming to strengthen rural credit delivery mechanisms.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title accurately reflects the content, scope, and focus of the study.
	

	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 summarizes the objectives, methodology, and results of the paper reasonably well. However, it can be improved by:

Clearly stating the research gap.

Summarizing the specific constraints identified.

Highlighting one or two key implications or recommendations.

Suggested improvement: Add a closing sentence in the abstract that indicates the broader significance of the findings, such as policy suggestions or future improvements to the KCC scheme.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound and based on valid secondary data. It uses appropriate analytical tools such as Compound Annual Growth Rate (CAGR) and Garrett ranking technique. The use of time-series data and comparative analysis across financial institutions and regions strengthens the study's reliability. However, the manuscript would benefit from a more analytical discussion on:

The reasons behind negative growth in certain institutions.

The link between institutional performance and specific policy or operational factors.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are sufficient and relevant, including both foundational and recent literature. The citation of NABARD and RBI data supports the empirical basis of the work.

Suggested additions: Consider including one or two recent studies on financial inclusion or rural credit delivery post-2020 for updated policy relevance.


	

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


	The manuscript is generally readable, but several grammatical and stylistic errors affect its fluency. Examples include:

Incorrect terms such as "husbandry" for "agriculture."

Phrasing issues (e.g., “loan not available on time” instead of “delay in loan disbursement”).

Missing articles and prepositions.

Formatting inconsistencies in tables and figures.

Suggestion: A thorough language editing and proofreading is recommended to enhance clarity and scholarly tone.


	

	Optional/General comments


	The figures and tables are rich in data but can be made more visually accessible by standardizing titles, labels, and fonts.

The discussion could be expanded to include policy recommendations based on the data findings.

Highlight limitations and scope for future research at the end of the conclusion section.
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