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	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 the practical and socio-economic challenges faced by maize farmers in the Karimnagar district of Telangana. Such studies are valuable as they identify ground-level production constraints and help policymakers tailor interventions in agricultural extension and technology dissemination. However, while the topic is regionally relevant, its broader scientific contribution is limited due to the descriptive nature of the analysis and lack of quantitative rigor. To enhance impact, the paper should include deeper statistical interpretation, cross-district comparisons, or linkages to national maize development programs.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title broadly reflects the study’s content but could be made more precise and scholarly.
	

	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 comprehensive but verbose and somewhat repetitive. It includes specific constraint percentages, which is good, but it lacks methodological clarity and statistical validation details. Reducing the repetition of constraint rankings and focusing on the analytical outcomes rather than descriptive listing would make the abstract more concise. Additionally, the abstract could emphasize implications for agricultural policy or technology transfer.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study is methodologically weak from a scientific standpoint. It primarily employs frequency and percentage analysis without applying any inferential statistics or validation tools (e.g., Garrett ranking, Kendall’s coefficient of concordance). Moreover, the sample size (90 farmers) is small and geographically limited, reducing the generalizability of findings. To strengthen its scientific validity, future revisions should include hypothesis testing or correlation between socio-economic factors and adoption levels.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are mostly relevant and include a mix of national and international sources. However, several citations are outdated (e.g., older than 2016), and recent studies (2022–2024) on maize technology adoption and constraint analysis are missing. The authors may consider adding recent works from journals such as Agricultural Systems and Journal of Agrarian Change to reflect current research directions in extension science and farm-level constraints.
	

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


	The language is generally understandable but requires substantial editing for clarity, flow, and grammar. Many sentences are long and redundant. For example, phrases like “Single cross hybrids are more susceptible to wilt (85.00%) are ranked first” should be revised for grammatical correctness and conciseness. A professional language edit is strongly recommended to improve readability.


	

	Optional/General comments


	  The manuscript is more suited for a regional extension bulletin than for an international research journal in its current form, given its descriptive and localized approach.

  The methodology section requires greater clarity on data collection tools, sampling logic, and analysis methods—especially how open-ended responses were coded and categorized.

  Tables should be redesigned for better readability (e.g., alignment, consistent font, and inclusion of column labels). Graphical representation of key constraints could improve comprehension.

  The discussion lacks depth—it should relate observed constraints to existing government schemes (like RKVY, NFSM, or ICAR maize programs) and show how interventions could resolve the highlighted issues.

  The conclusion restates findings rather than synthesizing their implications. It would be valuable to integrate actionable policy recommendations or extension strategies.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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