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	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 is important for the scientific community as it provides insights into the socio-economic and institutional factors influencing the adoption of litchi production technology in Assam, a region where producer companies are gaining prominence. Through identifying key determinants such as education, landholding, access to credit, and training, the study contributes to the broader literature on technology adoption in horticulture. The findings are valuable for researchers, extension professionals, and policymakers seeking to design targeted interventions that can enhance productivity, farmer participation, and sustainability in fruit-based value chains. It also adds to the body of work on adoption dynamics within emerging producer company models in India.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is generally suitable as it clearly conveys the focus on factors influencing adoption of litchi production technology within a specific producer company in Assam. However, it is somewhat long and could be made more concise while retaining clarity and specificity.

Possible alternative title:

Determinants of Adoption of Recommended Litchi Production Technology in Assam: Evidence from Agnigarh Producer Company


	

	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.


	Too descriptive; should highlight problems, methods, key results, and implications in a structured manner.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Introduction
Provides background but needs a sharper articulation of the research gap.

Limited engagement with prior studies specifically on fruit crop technology adoption.

Could benefit from linking to broader policy frameworks (e.g., FPO schemes, extension services).

Methodology
Sampling procedure is described, but justification for sample size (n=80) is missing.

Operationalization of key variables (e.g., adoption scores) should be more explicitly defined.

Statistical techniques (correlation and regression) are presented but lack explanation of assumptions, tests for multicollinearity, or model fit diagnostics.

Results and Discussion
Heavy focus on descriptive statistics; discussion often reiterates results rather than critically interpreting them.

· Limited integration with national or international literature on adoption studies.

Practice-wise adoption results are detailed, but interpretation is minimal.

Conclusion
Summarizes findings but overlaps with recommendations.

Needs a clearer synthesis of contribution to knowledge.

Future research directions are mentioned but not strongly developed.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Mix of theses, reports, and older sources; relatively few recent peer-reviewed journal articles.


	

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


	The language of the article is generally understandable, but it does not fully meet the standard required for scholarly communication. While the ideas are clear, several issues reduce readability and academic precision:

Redundancy: Some points, especially in the results and discussion, are repeated.

Academic tone: Certain sections read more like technical reports than peer-reviewed research, with overly descriptive narration instead of analytical depth.

Formatting: Inconsistent use of abbreviations, capitalization, and citation style.
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