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	Reviewer’s comment
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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.


	This manuscript holds significant importance for the scientific community as it addresses critical challenges in Gujarat’s grain sector, such as post-harvest losses and inconsistent quality assessment, through the adoption of AI-based grain analysers. By evaluating factors influencing adoption—including awareness, affordability, and ease of use—the study provides actionable insights for policymakers, agri-tech developers, and stakeholders aiming to modernize grain quality management. The findings highlight the potential of AI-driven solutions to enhance efficiency, reduce manual errors, and improve market competitiveness, contributing to broader agricultural sustainability and food security goals. Additionally, the research underscores the need for targeted interventions, such as training and cost reduction, to accelerate the adoption of these technologies, making it a valuable reference for future studies on digital transformation in agriculture.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Alternative title suggested: 

"Adoption Barriers and Market Potential of AI-Based Grain Analysers in Gujarat’s Agricultural Sector"


	

	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 well-structured and covers key aspects of the study, but it could be refined for greater clarity, conciseness, and impact. Below are my suggestions for improvement:
Some suggestions are :

1.Please Specify quantitative impact (e.g., "Post-harvest losses account for X% of grain wastage").
2.  Add a comparative advantage (e.g., "AI analysers reduce inspection time by X% while improving accuracy").
3. Should mention sampling criteria (e.g., "targeting small-scale millers and traders").
4. Can highlight the most critical barrier first (e.g., "High cost (ranked top by X% of respondents) limits adoption despite proven accuracy").
5. A policy/industry implication  can be added(e.g., "Scaling adoption requires subsidies or public-private partnerships").
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript presents a valuable and relevant study on AI-based grain analyser adoption in Gujarat, but it requires scientific and structural refinements to ensure rigor, clarity, and alignment with academic standards. 
Some issues observed:
1. Increase sample size from 50 to 100.

2. Can include a brief performance evaluation (e.g., "The model achieved 95% accuracy in classifying broken grains").
3. Acknowledge this limitation and recommend future studies to include women-led enterprises.
4. Inconsistent section numbering (e.g., "3.1" instead of "4.1").—MUST CHANGE
5. No baseline data on current manual inspection errors (e.g., "Manual methods have X% error rate"). Cite some studies for that.
6. Clarify sampling strategy and justify sample size.

7. Can include performance metrics (accuracy, sensitivity) or cite benchmarks.
The manuscript is scientifically sound in intent and scope but requires technical enhancements (statistics, AI validation) and structural corrections (section numbering, limitations) to meet rigorous academic standards. With these revisions, it can serve as a robust reference for AI adoption in agri-tech.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Add citations  related to 
1. Studies validating AI-based grain analysers (accuracy, scalability).
2. Gujarat-specific data on grain wastage/economic impact.
3. Theories like Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) applied to Indian farmers.
4. Gender disparity in tech adoption (all respondents were male).

	

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


	The language and English quality of the manuscript are generally suitable for scholarly communication, but there are areas needing refinement to meet academic rigor, clarity, and conciseness. Below is a detailed evaluation:
1. Grammar & Syntax
2. Conciseness (Wordiness)
3. Passive Voice Overuse
4. Some AI/ML steps lack clarity.
5. Mixes "customer," "respondent," and "miller" without definition.
6. Replace Informal Phrases
7. Clarify Abbreviations
8. Strengthen Transitions (In contrast, Notably,
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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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