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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 study touches on a highly relevant issue in the context of rural livelihoods and livestock entrepreneurship. Pig farming is often overlooked in policy discussions, especially in regions like Kerala, and this paper does a good job of highlighting regulatory gaps and practical constraints faced by entrepreneurs. The findings provide valuable insights for policymakers, researchers, and extension professionals who are working to improve the enabling environment for small-scale livestock enterprises. This research contributes meaningfully to the literature by focusing on a less-studied region and sector.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is clear, specific, and captures the essence of the study well. It informs the reader exactly what to expect without being overly complex.
	

	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 provides a good overview of the study, including objectives, methodology, key findings, and recommendations. However, it could be made even stronger by:

· Briefly mentioning the methodology (e.g., key informant technique, Garrett’s ranking).

· Adding one sentence that clearly states the practical implications of the findings (e.g., policy changes or training programs).


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, overall the study is methodologically sound. The sampling method, statistical tools, and analysis approach are appropriate for the exploratory nature of the research.
That said, the paper would benefit from:

· Tighter organization in some sections, particularly the results and discussion.

· More emphasis on how the findings contribute to existing knowledge or theory, especially in the context of smallholder or informal-sector regulation.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are well-chosen and mostly up to date, with several relevant studies from the past 5–6 years.
A suggestion: consider citing studies from related sectors (like fisheries or small-scale agro-enterprises) that deal with regulatory awareness, for a more rounded discussion.
	

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


	The manuscript communicates its ideas clearly, but the writing can be improved. There are some grammatical and sentence structure issues that may make reading difficult in a few places. A thorough language edit or professional proofreading would greatly enhance clarity and readability.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This is a well-intentioned and much-needed study. A few additions—such as a statement about study limitations, more visual presentation of data (like summarized figures), and clear implications for future work—could elevate the overall impact.
The topic is practical, the analysis is grounded, and the recommendations are thoughtful. With a bit of tightening up, this paper could be a useful reference for both academics and practitioners.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

None are explicitly mentioned, but it’s good practice to include a sentence in the methodology section confirming that informed consent was obtained and the study adhered to ethical standards for research involving human subjects.
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