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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 because it sheds light on how competent Agricultural Extension Officers are in performing their day-to-day roles, which directly affect how effectively new agricultural knowledge and technologies reach farmers. By comparing self-ratings with supervisors’ ratings, the study offers a more balanced picture of strengths and skill gaps that might not be visible through a single assessment method. The findings can guide more targeted, practical training and professional development, rather than relying on generic programs. In addition, the study adds useful evidence to the still-limited literature on competency assessment in agricultural extension, especially in local and developing-country contexts.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The article title is generally suitable because it matches what the study actually found. This research compares the job competence of Agricultural Extension Officers (AEOs) using two perspectives—self-assessment and supervisors’ ratings—and the results show that most officers fall into the medium competence category (55.84% in self-rating, 57.50% in supervisor rating, and 65.00% overall). It also reflects the key findings that communication skills and initiative are the strongest competency areas, while self-development and adaptability are relatively weaker. To make the title sound more natural and commonly used in international journals, it is better to replace “superior-rating” with “supervisor rating/assessment.” A clearer alternative title that still fits the results is: “Job Competence of Agricultural Extension Officers: A Comparison of Self-Assessment and Supervisor Ratings.”
	

	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 of this article is generally comprehensive because it includes a brief background, the research objective, the study design and location, the sample size, the instrument/dimensions measured, and a summary of the main findings and implications.  However, to make it stronger and more in line with journal standards, you should add a short explanation of how the competence categories (low–medium–high) were determined, since the abstract already reports the category percentages but does not explain the basis for those categories. 

In addition, specify more clearly who the “superior” rater is (for example, the Mandal Agricultural Officer/MAO) so readers immediately understand the source of the supervisor assessment.   Because the study emphasizes comparison, it would also help to include one sentence highlighting the main similarity or difference between self-ratings and supervisor ratings (for example, whether they are largely consistent or whether there is a notable gap).  Finally, if the abstract has a strict word limit, you may shorten overly general background statements and ensure consistent terminology for key dimensions (for example, “mental ability” vs. “mental agility”) to make the abstract clearer and more polished.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the manuscript is scientifically reasonable, and the main numbers and logic (sample size, scoring range 0–240, and the reported percentages for low/medium/high) appear internally consistent with the way the study is described.  However, I would not call it fully scientifically robust yet, because several important scientific elements are missing or need tightening: (1) the paper claims a comparative analysis between self- and supervisor ratings, but it mostly reports descriptive results (means/ranks/percentages) without statistical tests of difference or agreement (e.g., paired t-test/Wilcoxon, correlation, ICC, or Bland Altman), so the “comparison” is not formally demonstrated; (2) the competence scale is described as “modified,” but the manuscript does not clearly explain what was modified and does not report reliability/validity in this sample (e.g., Cronbach’s alpha), which is important for scientific credibility; (3) the supervisor-rating process needs clearer reporting (who rated whom, how many supervisors, whether one supervisor rated multiple officers), because this can affect the independence of observations; and (4) some explanations in the discussion (e.g., reasons for lower self-development or adaptability) are written as if confirmed, but they are not directly measured these should be framed as possible reasons and supported by data or references. With these improvements, the manuscript would be scientifically stronger and easier for reviewers to accept.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Generally, the references in this manuscript are quite relevant, but they cannot be considered entirely up to date. Most of the sources used are from 1990–2009, and only a few references are relatively recent (e.g., after 2017). For scientific articles, especially those aimed at international journals, it is advisable that at least 40–60% of the references come from the last 5–10 years to show that your research is connected to the latest developments in agricultural extension and human resource development. Additionally, some very old references may still be retained if used as key theoretical foundations, but they should be balanced with newer studies.

I suggest adding some recent references related to extension worker competencies, the effectiveness of extension services, and the development of agricultural human resources. For example, you can search for articles from journals such as the Journal of Agricultural Education and Extension, Extension and Innovation, or Rural Studies, which frequently discuss professional competencies, extension worker performance, and training needs in the agricultural sector. You could also add studies on competency-based training, human resource development, or extension service effectiveness in the context of developing countries to make the discussion stronger and more current. By updating the references, the manuscript will appear more academically credible and demonstrate that the research is relevant to current issues.


	

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


	The quality of English in this article is mostly understandable, but it is not yet suitable for scholarly communication, especially for academic journals, particularly international ones. The ideas and research findings are conveyed, but there are many grammatical errors, unnatural sentence structures, inconsistent terminology, and some overly long sentences that reduce clarity and make the manuscript appear untidy. The most noticeable language issues include frequent errors with articles ("the/a"), subject-verb agreement, and awkward sentence structures that make the meaning unclear. Additionally, some expressions sound conversational (e.g., "helps us to have a brief look"), which should be replaced with academic journal language, such as "presents," "indicates," or "reveals." There is also variation in terminology that could confuse the reader (e.g., "superior-rating" vs. A.O/MAO, and "mental ability" vs. "mental agility"). Furthermore, there are typos and incorrect phrases (e.g., "aid" should be "said," and "to do adopt" should be "to adopt"). Therefore, the manuscript should undergo thorough English editing, including proofreading and refining the academic style. Once corrected, the writing will be clearer, more persuasive, and reviewers can focus on the substance of the research rather than language issues.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	In general, no major ethical violations are apparent, but this manuscript has not clearly reported ethical aspects. Since it involves human respondents and includes supervisor-subordinate evaluations, you need to add statements regarding consent/ethical approval, informed consent, as well as confidentiality and protection of identities to prevent any risk of pressure or impact on the respondents' work.
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