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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

	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 is important for the scientific and professional community because it provides empirical evidence on the constraints and practical needs affecting job competence and job satisfaction of Agricultural Extension Officers (AEOs) at the field level. By identifying both institutional and personal challenges, the study contributes to a better understanding of human resource issues in agricultural extension systems. The findings offer valuable insights for policymakers, extension administrators, and researchers to design targeted interventions that enhance extension performance. Moreover, the study strengthens the literature on extension personnel management in the context of developing agricultural systems.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is generally suitable and reflects the main focus of the study. However, it could be improved for clarity and academic precision. “Constraints and Suggested Measures Influencing Job Competence and Job Satisfaction of Agricultural Extension Officers in Nalgonda District, Telangana”
	

	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 clear; however, the inclusion of detailed percentage values is not necessary. The abstract would benefit from a more narrative presentation of key findings, while detailed percentages can be reserved for the results section. In addition, percentage values throughout the manuscript should be presented in a simplified format (e.g., 80% instead of 80.00%) for better readability.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the manuscript is scientifically sound. The research design, sampling procedure, data collection method, and analysis are appropriate for the stated objectives. The results are clearly presented and logically discussed with support from relevant literature. However, the authors may strengthen the discussion by more explicitly linking empirical findings with theoretical perspectives on job satisfaction and organizational behavior in extension services.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference section requires substantial improvement. The authors are encouraged to use a reference management tool such as Mendeley to ensure consistency. Several references are duplicated and should be removed. In addition, the use of “et al.” in the reference list is not appropriate; all authors should be fully listed according to the journal style. Page numbers should be consistently presented for all journal articles. Moreover, some in-text citations appear limited, and several theoretical references cited in the discussion should be introduced earlier in the introduction.
	

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


	The language is generally clear and understandable, and the manuscript is suitable for scholarly communication. Nevertheless, minor grammatical issues, repetition of phrases, and inconsistencies in formatting are present. A careful language editing or professional proofreading is recommended to enhance clarity, conciseness, and overall academic tone.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The introduction should be condensed to reduce repetitive descriptions and strengthened by clearly stating the research gap and explicitly presenting the research objectives at the end of the section. The discussion adequately refers to previous studies but remains largely descriptive and reiterates results already presented in the tables; therefore, deeper analytical interpretation and clearer emphasis on theoretical and practical implications are recommended. The conclusion is somewhat redundant, as it repeats findings discussed earlier, and should be streamlined to highlight only the key findings and implications without restating detailed results.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	The study involves professional respondents (Agricultural Extension Officers) and does not deal with vulnerable populations. However, the manuscript would benefit from a brief statement confirming that informed consent was obtained from respondents and that confidentiality and anonymity were maintained during data collection.
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