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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 valuable insights into the effectiveness of the Kisan Mobile Sandesh (KMS) program in delivering timely and relevant agricultural information to farmers in Uttar Pradesh, India. By evaluating user perceptions of information appropriateness and beneficiary characteristics, the study highlights the role of ICT-based tools in bridging knowledge gaps and enhancing decision-making in agriculture. The research’s empirical findings contribute to understanding how technology-driven interventions can improve extension services and support sustainable agricultural development. This knowledge is crucial for policymakers, agricultural extension professionals, and researchers aiming to optimize information dissemination in rural farming communities.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title of the article suitable.
	

	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 is generally comprehensive, covering the study’s location, methodology, sample size, key findings, and the overall conclusion about the Kisan Mobile Sandesh program’s effectiveness. However, a few suggestions could improve its clarity and impact:

1. Include a brief statement about the study’s objectives at the beginning to clearly set the research purpose.

2. Clarify the meaning of some technical terms like "ICT-based extension tool" for readers unfamiliar with the terminology.

3. Expand slightly on the implications of the findings for wider agricultural policy or practice beyond the study area.

4. Consider summarizing the statistical significance or strength of key results to emphasize rigor.

5. The demographic details are quite detailed and could be condensed to focus more on the aspects directly related to the program’s effectiveness.

Overall, these additions would enhance the abstract’s accessibility and strengthen its relevance for a broader scientific audience.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript appears to be scientifically sound as it uses an appropriate research design (ex-post-facto), employs reliable data collection methods, and includes clear statistical analysis. The sample size and sampling method are adequately described, and the findings align logically with the stated objectives. However, ensuring more detailed information on statistical significance and potential limitations of the study would enhance scientific rigor. Overall, the research methodology and analysis support valid conclusions about the effectiveness of the Kisan Mobile Sandesh program.
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	The reference is too old. In fact, it should not be later than 2020.  Ex.Singh, M. (2014).,Nakato, G. V., Beed, F., Bouwmeester, H., Ramathani, I., Mpiira, S., Kubiriba, J., & Nanavati, S. (2016).,Kuo, R. Z., & Lee, G. G. (2009).,AGRAWAL, S. (2012).
	

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


	The language/English quality of the article is suitable for scholarly communications.
	

	Optional/General comments


	I'd like to see statistics that reflect user opinions more, such as ANOVA.
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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


	


Reviewer details:

Warinthip Kumlangphaet, Bangkokthonburi University, Thailand

Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)

