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	Reviewer’s comment
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	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 reports an emerging and relevant topic in Indian agriculture and highlighting farmers’ knowledge regarding agricultural drone technology. With increasing policy support and demonstrations for drone-based farming, understanding the sociological and knowledge dimensions of adoption is important for extension planning and technology diffusion. 
The study provides district-level experimental evidence from Haryana, which can assist policymakers, extension agencies, and researchers in designing targeted training and capacity-building programmes. Although the study is largely descriptive, it contributes useful baseline information on knowledge gaps related to regulatory, technical, and operational aspects of drone use in Agriculture.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is generally suitable. However, it can be slightly refined for clarity and grammatical consistency.
	

	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 fairly comprehensive and covers the objective, study area, sampling method, key findings, and conclusions. However, it can be slightly improvised as:
· Clearly stating the research design (descriptive/ex-post facto).

· Avoiding excessive numerical details and focusing more on key insights.

· Correcting minor spacing and grammatical issues
Overall, the abstract is acceptable but needs minor refinement for clarity and flow.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound in terms of study design, data collection, and analysis. The objectives are clearly stated and addressed through appropriate descriptive statistics and chi-square analysis.
Whereas,

· The methodology section lacks details on scoring procedure, knowledge scale development, and categorization criteria (low, medium, high).

· Justification for the sample size (n=60) is not provided.

· Some statistical values are presented without mentioning degrees of freedom.

This part require clarification.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are relevant to the topic and include both sociological and technological perspectives. Whereas, 
· The number of references is limited and can be added with more for a research article.
· Some citations are generic and strengthened by adding recent peer-reviewed studies of 2023–2024 on agricultural drones, precision agriculture, or technology adoption. These are fine as background, but not strong enough alone. 
· The CCSHAU report citation should be clearly identified as an institutional or unpublished source, if applicable. If it is published, then Journal name, volume, issue, pages must be given. 
The study is relevant, but the literature support is somewhat thin and not sufficiently updated to reflect recent developments in agricultural drone technology.
	

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


	The language is clear but requires moderate editing. Correct,
· Grammatical errors and inconsistent spacing.

· Repetition of similar ideas, especially in the Results section.

· Long sentences that reduce readability.

	

	Optional/General comments


	· Tables are informative but can be reduced for better readability.

· Figure 1 is mentioned but not sufficiently discussed in the text.

· The discussion section is merged with results; a clearer separation or stronger comparison with previous studies would enhance the manuscript.

· Policy implications could be more explicitly highlighted in the conclusion.
The manuscript is relevant, methodologically acceptable, and data-driven, but requires improvement in methodological clarity, language quality, statistical explanation, and depth of discussion before acceptance.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No. However, the manuscript should explicitly mention that informed consent was obtained from respondents and that participation was voluntary.
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