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	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 manuscript addresses an important gap in understanding how farmers’ knowledge of soil testing varies across different irrigation systems. It sheds light on the factors that influence this knowledge, such as education, media exposure, and contact with extension services. These insights are highly relevant for designing more effective agricultural outreach and training programs. The study’s findings can help guide efforts to promote sustainable farming practices and improve soil health, which is crucial for long-term agricultural productivity.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, It clearly reflects the focus of the study—farmers’ knowledge, soil testing, and the comparison across different irrigation contexts.


	

	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.


	Suggested improvements:

1. Clarify the study design – It’s helpful to mention that the study is cross-sectional and based on interviews using a structured schedule.

Suggestion: Add a phrase like “A cross-sectional survey using structured interviews was conducted…”

2. Reword the results section for readability – Listing too many percentages can be overwhelming. Grouping or simplifying some findings would improve flow.

Instead of:

“…14 out of 19 independent variables had a significant to highly significant relationship…”

Try:

“A majority of profile characteristics showed significant associations with knowledge levels across all irrigation types.”

3. Include a brief mention of implications or recommendations – The abstract would benefit from a clearer takeaway message or policy implication at the end.

Suggestion:

“These findings suggest the need for targeted extension programs to enhance soil testing awareness, especially in rainfed regions.”

4. Avoid redundancy – The sentence “This highlights the crucial role of soil testing as a practice that should be widely adopted by farmers” is valid but could be more precise or omitted if space is tight.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references used in the manuscript are mostly relevant, sufficient, and fairly recent, with many of them published between 2018 and 2023. 


	

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


	1. The language and English quality of the article are generally understandable and suitable for scholarly communication, But there are some areas for improvement : Grammatical corrections needed in several places, e.g.:

· “This alarming the extension functionaries…” → should be “This alerts extension functionaries…” or “This is an alarming signal for extension functionaries…”

· “Samples must be collected in a clean cloth/ polythene bag” → use either “a clean cloth or a polythene bag” for clarity.

2. Redundant phrases like “On the contrast” (should be “In contrast”) appear in multiple places and need revision.

3. Overuse of passive voice in some sections reduces readability. Some sentences can be restructured for active voice and conciseness.

4. Awkward sentence structure:

· Example: “To study the knowledge of farmers on soil testing in different farming situations”

→ could be improved to: “To assess farmers’ knowledge of soil testing across different farming conditions.”

5. Lack of transitions in some sections makes the reading slightly mechanical. Adding linking phrases would help guide the reader through the argument or data interpretation.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Overall, the research is well-conceived and relevant, and with some refinement, it can make a meaningful contribution to the literature on agricultural knowledge dissemination and sustainability.
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