Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Journal of Scientific Research and Reports 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_JSRR_137607

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Assessing the Awareness and Constraints in Adoption of Integrated Pest Management Technology by Chickpea Growers in Zone Ib of Rajasthan, India

	Type of the Article
	Original Research Article


	PART  1: Comments



	
	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 provides valuable information on farmers in Rajasthan and the limitations they face when using IPM technology for sustainable farming. By pointing out what is missing and what stops farmers from using the technology, the research outlines ways to make education and needed resources stronger in those areas. Besides, the research provides information that helps the wider discussion on how to manage pests in developing countries and can be applied to other crops and regions. In the end, the study is useful for those who want to promote environmentally friendly farming and support crops that resist pests.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title of the article is quite suitable. To make it concise, I will suggest “Awareness and Adoption Barriers of Integrated Pest Management Among Chickpea Farmers in Rajasthan's Zone Ib, India.” 
	

	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.


	Generally, the abstract contains all key points related to the study, such as aim, design, methodology, results and conclusion. A few changes could be implemented to make the abstract better. 

A clearer explanation of the objective should be given right at the beginning. Instead of "This research attempts to analyse and explore," rephrase instead as "This research aims to analyse the awareness level and identify constraints in the adoption of IPM technology."

Next, even though the section on results states awareness levels and barriers, it could use more quantitative results to illustrate the situation. Raising awareness about problems isn’t enough; showing what the main limitations are (to be quoted in percentages) helps as well.

Wrap up the conclusion by mentioning how the results might be applied to future fields of research or new agricultural methods. It would give readers a sense of how the work of the study matters to the scientific community and to stakeholders.

Some sentences can be simplified for a clearer message. In place of saying, "the recommended components of IPM technology for Chickpea were identified and were then asked of the respondents for analysing their awareness level about IPM technology," you could change it to "the recommended IPM components for chickpea were identified and assessed for farmer awareness."
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript follows scientific standards and explains its objective to study how chickpea growers view and employ IPM technology. It chose an appropriate way to explore the issue, including both data collected from farmers and data from agricultural organisations. The use of Kendall’s W for reviewing constraints to IPM growth is justified, and it reflects those participants are well familiar with a few IPM areas, but also recognises existing problems and challenges in labour and input resources. But it could be improved by adding an extensive literature review, presenting specific numbers in the results and widening its discussion on the importance for policy and future studies.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The majority of the references are recent and very relevant. However, considering that the article has a literature review, there is a need to review more literature and come up with more relevant studies on the subject. The few old references should be worked on to reflect works that are not more than 5 years old, to show that the information is still relevant. More so, the findings are to be corroborated with scholarly findings


	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	The writing is clear and follows the rules for academic publication. Good explanations of IPM are delivered with accurate and appropriate technical terminology. Minor improvements like simply break down complex sentences and defining the technical terms could improve it.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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