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	Optional/General comments


	1. Abstract – Weaknesses

The abstract clearly states the topic, objectives, methodology, and major findings, but it lacks a sharper articulation of the specific research gap and novelty. While the problem of income variability is mentioned, the justification for focusing specifically on canal-irrigated villages in Central India is not strongly emphasized. The methodological description remains general (descriptive and comparative statistics) without highlighting analytical depth. The novelty claim micro-level evidence in canal systems is implied but not explicitly framed as a contribution to literature.

2. Introduction

The introduction provides a good conceptual background but is weak in global-to-local structuring. It briefly cites international literature (World Bank, FAO), yet it does not systematically present empirical evidence from global, African, or South Asian contexts before narrowing to Central India. The dependent variable (income variability) is discussed, but not framed analytically as the central research problem. Research gaps are mentioned (lack of micro-level canal studies), but the final paragraph should more clearly state objectives, theoretical contribution, and policy relevance in a structured way. A stronger concluding paragraph should explicitly link gaps to study contribution and innovation.

3. Methodology

The methodology generally aligns with the title and objectives, as it measures agriculture, livestock, irrigation access, and income variability at household level. The sampling design, Yamane formula, and village randomization strengthen representativeness. However, the study relies mainly on descriptive and comparative statistics, limiting causal interpretation. No econometric modeling is used despite examining income determinants. While adequate for exploratory village-level analysis, the methodological strength is moderate; analytical rigor could improve through regression models or variance analysis.

4. Results 

The results are clearly organized according to objectives and presented in descriptive format. Tables on occupation, irrigation type, and livestock ownership directly address income differences. However, statistical significance testing is absent, making it difficult to determine whether observed income differences are statistically meaningful. Income variability is discussed descriptively rather than quantitatively (e.g., no coefficient of variation). While logically structured, the results remain largely descriptive and would benefit from inferential statistical support.

5. Discussion

Yes, a discussion section is present and reasonably developed. It connects findings to existing literature (e.g., irrigation effects, livestock resilience, diversification). The discussion integrates policy debates on extension services and equity. However, it sometimes repeats results rather than deeply interpreting mechanisms or theoretical implications. Greater analytical depth—such as explaining interaction effects between irrigation and livestock—would strengthen it. Nonetheless, the section successfully contextualizes findings within broader development literature and policy discourse.

6. Connection Between Findings, Conclusion, and Recommendations

There is general consistency between findings, conclusion, and policy recommendations. The results demonstrate that integrated crop–livestock systems and reliable irrigation improve income levels and stability, and the conclusion appropriately advocates for integrated extension services beyond crop-centric approaches. However, recommendations could be more explicitly derived from specific empirical findings (e.g., targeting borewell access, promoting dairy cooperatives, prioritizing low-income villages). The link is conceptually coherent but could be strengthened by directly referencing empirical evidence when proposing extension reforms and multi-sectoral strategies.
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