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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 manuscript is significant for the scientific community because it illuminates the critical but often informal role of agri-input dealers in agricultural extension services. It provides empirical data on their performance levels, highlighting both strengths and significant gaps, with a focus on Uttar Pradesh, India. The findings add to our understanding of the private sector's involvement in agricultural development and provide valuable insights for designing targeted capacity-building programs and policy interventions to formalize and strengthen these grassroots advisory roles. This can result in increased knowledge dissemination and agricultural productivity.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title "A Critical Analysis on the Role Performance of Agri-Input Dealers in the Central Zone of Uttar Pradesh" is appropriate. It provides a clear and accurate description of the study's subject, scope, and objective.


	

	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.


	Yes, the abstract is comprehensive. It effectively covers the research objectives, study design, location and duration, methodology, key findings, and conclusion. I would not suggest adding or removing any points; it is well-structured and provides a comprehensive overview for an abstract.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	According to the provided sections (Abstract, Introduction, Methodology, Results and Discussion, Conclusion, References), the manuscript appears to be scientifically correct in its approach and reporting. The research design (ex-post facto), sampling method, sample size, and definition/measurement of role performance are all clearly stated and appear appropriate for the study's objectives. The data presented in the tables backs up the stated findings and discussion.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally sufficient in number for the content provided, citing relevant studies. However, their timeliness is mixed; some are relatively recent (e.g., 2022, 2019, 2018), while others, such as Khose (2004) and Ganiger (2012), are older.


	

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


	The language and English quality are typically appropriate for scholarly communication. The text is straightforward, understandable, and academic in tone. There are only a few minor grammatical nuances or phrasing choices that could be improved (for example, "Reddyet al." should be "Reddy et al."), but they do not impede comprehension and are easily addressed with a thorough proofreading.


	

	General comments


	Improve Table Readability and Accuracy (particularly Table 2):

Correct Item Numbering: Re-number the "Sr. No" column in Table 2 sequentially from 1 to 28, ensuring that each item has a unique and correct number. If some are sub-items, use a distinct sub-numbering system (e.g., 3.1, 3.2) and proper indentation.

Explain "Total Score": Explain briefly in the Methodology section or a table footnote how the "Total Score" for each item in Table 2 was calculated (for example, the sum of scores on a 5-point scale).
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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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