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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 contributes to the growing body of literature evaluating the economic outcomes of Krishi Vigyan Kendra (KVK) interventions, which play a vital role in rural extension systems. By analysing three major income-generating activities vermicompost, soybean seed production, and millet papad making the study provides reliable empirical evidence on income enhancement at the farmer level. Such contextual and region-specific economic evaluations are essential for policymakers, extension workers, and development planners to strengthen future interventions. The findings also reinforce the significance of skill-based trainings under KVKs in improving rural livelihoods.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is clear.
	

	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 well structured and provides aims, design, methodology, key results, and conclusions.

Suggested improvements:
· Mention the study period and sampling method briefly in one sentence.
· Add the statistical or analytical approach used (i.e., tabular cost-return analysis).

· Replace repeated terms such as “post-intervention” with more specific phrasing for clarity.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound and methodologically consistent. The comparative cost–benefit analysis before and after KVK interventions is appropriately presented using tabular data. The interpretation of changes in variable cost, fixed cost, gross return, and BCR is logical and supported by the tables. However, the manuscript lacks statistical significance testing (t-test or percentage change verification), which could further strengthen empirical robustness. Despite this, the descriptive economic assessment is acceptable for extension-based economic studies.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are adequate and include several recent studies (2017–2020).
	

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


	The overall language is understandable; however, several sentences need grammatical correction, improved punctuation, and smoother flow.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· The study would benefit from a theoretical or conceptual framework explaining how training interventions influence economic outcomes. 

· A section on limitations (sampling, generalizability, absence of statistical testing) would enhance transparency. 

· Ensure that tables follow uniform formatting and units. 

· Consider adding policy implications in the conclusion.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No
	


Reviewer details:

J. Suresh Kumar, St. Joseph University, India

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

