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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.


	The manuscript presents a quantitative descriptive study on the usage of e-resources among postgraduate students from three constituent agricultural colleges under VNMKV, Parbhani. The topic is relevant to library and information science, agricultural education, and ICT adoption in higher education.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes
	

	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 should follow the standard writing of a research paper (Issue, purpose, method, key findings, implications). It read more like a condensed methodology rather than a balanced summary. Implications for practice or policy can be included.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The studies are merely reporting the overall usage levels without any connection to study’s objectives or research gap. The manuscript main weaknesses are its descriptive nature, lack of theoretical framing, and the absence of inferential analysis.
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	Introduction
The introduction lacks critical engagement with literature. No clear statement of the research gap or why this study is necessary. Moreover, it will be better to have a theoretical or conceptual framework to guide the study. A statement of objectives will give a clearer purpose

Methods

Sampling: The author need to justify how 30% is decided. Citation required.

Data collection procedure: More information needed on how the questionnaire is developed/adapted. 
Data analysis: No mention of reliability testing for the questionnaire (e.g., Cronbach’s alpha). Adding this section will improve reliability. Moreover, no justification for using only descriptive statistics—limits analytical depth.
Result and discussion: The findings are reported but not critically interpreted. There is also no comparison with previous studies and no citations in this section. 
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