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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 makes a very valuable contribution to the literature on science communication, public perception of science and the socio-cultural dynamics of trust in the scientific processes. The context used, India is where the rural population are often underrepresented in studies of scientific literacy and engagement. The research paper addresses an important paradox, the acceptance of science without corresponding trust in scientists which has global relevance in today’s age of misinformation and distrust. By focusing on a specific rural area, the research offers grounded insights into how scientific outreach and education can be tailored for similar socio-demographic settings.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	Yes, the title accurately reflects the content and the central theme of the manuscript.
	

	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 effectively captures the essence of the study, including the methodology, location, participant overview, and the key finding (i.e., belief in science but distrust in scientists). However, it could benefit from a clearer statement of the implications of the findings in the last sentence.

Suggested addition:
End the abstract with a sentence like: “The study suggests the urgent need for community-driven science communication to bridge the gap between scientific knowledge and public trust.”
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes. The methodology, data analysis, and conclusions are sound and well-grounded. The use of graphs, statistical tools (Excel-based descriptive statistics), and the triangulation with existing literature enhance the scientific credibility. However, while the sample is adequate and diverse, additional inferential statistics could further strengthen the analytical depth.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes. The references are mostly recent (2010–2025), well-balanced, and relevant to both the Indian and global context of science communication and public trust.
	

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


	Yes, the manuscript demonstrates strong academic writing with minimal grammatical errors. The tone is formal and clear. Occasional long sentences could be made more concise to enhance readability, especially in the introduction and conclusion sections.
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