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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 investigates the socio-demographic profiles of dairy farmers in Banda district, Uttar Pradesh, and their associations with knowledge and adoption of animal husbandry practices. The topic is relevant to agricultural extension and dairy development in India, particularly in regions like Bundelkhand facing challenges such as climate variability and low productivity. The study provides useful insights into correlations between variables like education, herd size, and risk orientation with knowledge/adoption levels.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is clear and reflects the study content. However, it could be made more concise. For example: “Socio-Demographic Determinants of Knowledge and Adoption of Animal Husbandry Practices among Dairy Farmers in Banda District, Uttar Pradesh.”
	

	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 requires revision to improve clarity, correct grammatical errors (e.g., "which affecting" to "which affect," "animals husbandry" to "animal husbandry"), remove unsupported claims (e.g., low productivity, conception rates), and align with the study’s focus on socio-demographic factors influencing knowledge and adoption of animal husbandry practices, while adding specific keywords (e.g., "Bundelkhand," "correlation analysis") for better searchability.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study addresses an important topic and the overall design (ex-post facto with correlation analysis) is scientifically reasonable. However, several methodological gaps limit robustness: measurement of knowledge/adoption is insufficiently described, sampling details are inconsistent, and correlation analysis may be misapplied (Pearson vs. Spearman). Without these clarifications, replication and validity are problematic. Multivariate analysis is recommended to strengthen scientific rigor.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References include a mix of older and recent sources (up to 2025). However, some are incomplete, duplicated (e.g., Rahman & Gupta 2015), and not consistently formatted. Key studies on adoption of dairy practices, diffusion of innovations and recent extension research (last 5 years) could be added to strengthen the literature base.
	

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


	The manuscript requires significant language editing. There are grammatical errors, awkward sentence structures, and repetitive phrasing that affect readability. Tables also need correction for formatting and consistency. Professional English editing is strongly advised before publication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Major comments 

1. Abstract

· The abstract requires revision to improve clarity, correct grammatical errors (e.g., "which affecting" to "which affect," "animals husbandry" to "animal husbandry"), remove unsupported claims (e.g., low productivity, conception rates), and align with the study’s focus on socio-demographic factors influencing knowledge and adoption of animal husbandry practices, while adding specific keywords (e.g., "Bundelkhand," "correlation analysis") for better searchability.

2. Introduction

· The introduction is informative but could be strengthened by linking more explicitly to the study's objectives. For instance, discuss how socio-demographic factors influence adoption in similar contexts (e.g., via Diffusion of Innovations theory).
· Climate change aspects (Bundelkhand context) are mentioned but not directly connected to the main study objectives.

· The study objectives should be stated more clearly at the end (currently implied but not sharply written)

3. Materials and methods

· The Methods section lacks essential details on how knowledge and adoption were measured. Please specify which animal husbandry practices were assessed (e.g., feeding, breeding, health care), how the interview schedule was structured (binary, Likert-scale, etc.), the maximum possible scores, and the criteria used to classify respondents into low/medium/high categories (e.g., mean ± SD). A subsection on Measurement of Variables should be added, clearly describing the tools, scoring procedure.

· There is a clear discrepancy between the Abstract and Methods regarding sampling. The Abstract states 80 farmers from 10 villages, while the Methods suggest 20 villages (10 per block × 2 blocks, 4 farmers each = 80). Please clarify the exact number of villages, the blocks selected (with criteria for purposive selection), and the procedure used to identify the 4 farmers per village (random, stratified, or other). A simple flow diagram of the sampling process is recommended for transparency.

· The correlation analysis (Tables 4–5) requires clarification and strengthening. Please specify the type of correlation used (e.g., Pearson’s r vs. Spearman’s rho). Since several variables (e.g., education, family size) are ordinal/categorical, Pearson’s may not be appropriate unless assumptions were met; otherwise, non-parametric tests should be applied. Training (Table 1) was not included in the correlations—please explain or justify its exclusion. Report exact p-values rather than rounded values.

Data Inconsistencies and Errors in Tables: Several tables have mismatched frequencies and percentages, suggesting typographical or calculation errors: 

· Table 1 (Education): Frequencies are correct (e.g., Junior High School: 13), but percentages are wrong (table shows 6.25% instead of 16.25%; High School: 8.75% instead of 41.25%; Intermediate: 16.25% instead of 22.50%; Graduation: 41.25% instead of 5.00%). Recalculate and align with text.

· Table 1 (Family Size): Percentages are incorrect (Small: 22.50% instead of 15.00%; Medium: 5.00% instead of 47.50%; Large: 15.00% instead of 37.50%). Ensure 12/80=15%, 38/80=47.5%, 30/80=37.5%.

· Table numbering skips from 7 (Mass Media Exposure) to 9 (Social Participation)—insert missing 8 or renumber.

· Cross-check all tables against raw data to eliminate errors. Use software (e.g., SPSS/Excel) outputs if needed.

4. Results and Discussion: The discussion is superficial and repetitive (e.g., similar explanations for medium knowledge/adoption levels). Compare findings more critically with cited studies (e.g., why your knowledge level (63.75% medium) differs from Panchbhai et al.'s 72%). Address non-significant variables (e.g., why mass media exposure doesn't correlate despite its role in extension). Include limitations (e.g., small sample, self-reported data bias).

5. Conclusion

· The conclusion reiterates the results but lacks a strong policy/extension recommendation.

· It would be helpful to link findings to practical implications for dairy extension officers, policymakers, and development programs.

Minor Comments

1. Grammar, Typos, and Clarity: Numerous errors detract from readability. Examples: 

· Abstract: "63.75 % and 61.25% respondents had medium knowledge and adoption level" → Add "of the" before respondents; "animals husbandry" → "animal husbandry".

· Introduction: "The dairy farming in India are significantly supported" → "is" (singular subject).

· Methods: "pre-tested interview schedule" → Specify pre-testing method (e.g., pilot with 10 farmers?).

· Results: "Approximate half" → "Approximately half"; "found to be under high family income category" → "were in the high annual income category".

· Throughout: Inconsistent capitalization (e.g., "Table-1" vs. "Table.2"); standardize to "Table 1". Proofread thoroughly or use a language editing service.

2. References: 

· Duplicates: Rahman and Gupta (2015) listed as refs 10 and 11—remove one.

· Mismatch: Text cites Biswas et al. (2011), but ref 2 is 2012—correct year.

· Formatting: Inconsistent (e.g., some with full journal names, others abbreviated; add DOIs where possible). Follow a standard style (e.g., APA or Vancouver).

3. Figures and Tables: All tables are present, but consider adding a figure (e.g., bar chart for knowledge/adoption distributions) for visual appeal. Ensure tables are self-explanatory with units (e.g., income in Rs.) and footnotes for abbreviations.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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