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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 makes a significant contribution to the scientific community by providing empirical, comparative evidence on how ecosystem strength influences women’s empowerment within dairy cooperatives across different regional contexts. By integrating institutional, technological, and gender-inclusiveness dimensions into a unified analytical framework, it advances interdisciplinary understanding of rural development, agricultural systems, and gender economics. The study’s 4A ecosystem model offers a scalable conceptual tool for researchers and policymakers to assess and design inclusive livestock value chains. Furthermore, its evidence-based insights help bridge regional development gaps and inform future research on sustainable, women-centered agricultural transformation.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Comparative Dairy Ecosystems and Women’s Empowerment: Evidence from Gujarat and Odisha, India

Yes, the title is suitable as it clearly reflects the core focus, methodology, and regional scope of the study. It highlights the comparative nature of the research while emphasizing both the ecosystem perspective and women’s empowerment dimension. The inclusion of geographic context improves clarity, relevance, and academic visibility. Overall, it is precise, informative, and appropriate for scholarly publication.


	

	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.


	Yes, the abstract is generally comprehensive and well-structured, as it clearly presents the background, purpose, methodology, key findings, and conclusion of the study. It effectively communicates the comparative nature of the research and highlights the importance of institutional and ecosystem factors in shaping women’s empowerment outcomes. However, it can be strengthened by briefly mentioning the sample size and analytical approach to enhance methodological clarity. You may also consider adding one concise sentence that states the broader policy or theoretical implication of the findings. At the same time, minor reduction of descriptive phrases in the background section would improve conciseness and ensure the abstract remains sharp, focused, and aligned with journal standards.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound and methodologically appropriate. It applies a clear research design, uses primary data supported by field methods, and adopts a coherent analytical framework to interpret the findings. The comparative approach, integration of quantitative and qualitative evidence, and alignment between objectives, methods, and conclusions indicate strong internal consistency and academic rigor. Minor improvements could be made by further clarifying variable operationalization and statistical justification, but overall the study meets accepted standards of scientific validity and scholarly reliability.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally sufficient, relevant, and include several recent sources that support the study’s theoretical and empirical foundation. However, the manuscript would benefit from adding a few more up-to-date (2021–2025) peer-reviewed studies on women’s empowerment in agricultural value chains and institutional ecosystem approaches. Including recent comparative research on regional agricultural development would further strengthen the scholarly depth and contemporary relevance. Overall, only minor additions are recommended, not major revisions.


	

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


	Yes, the language quality of the manuscript is generally suitable for scholarly communication, as it maintains an academic tone, clear structure, and appropriate technical vocabulary. The arguments and findings are understandable, and the terminology is consistent with research writing standards. However, minor grammatical refinements, sentence restructuring, and proofreading for clarity and conciseness would further enhance readability and polish. Overall, the manuscript requires only light language editing rather than substantial revision.


	

	Optional/General comments


	Overall, the manuscript is well-structured, relevant, and makes a meaningful contribution to research on gender, rural livelihoods, and cooperative-based development. The comparative design and ecosystem perspective are notable strengths that enhance both theoretical value and policy relevance. To further improve the paper, the authors may consider tightening a few descriptive sections, refining language for precision, and briefly elaborating on policy implications and future research directions. With minor revisions, the manuscript would be suitable for publication in a scholarly journal.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No major ethical issues are evident in the manuscript. The study clearly states that participation was voluntary, informed consent was obtained, and respondents’ confidentiality was maintained, which aligns with standard research ethics practices. The data collection methods and reporting appear transparent and responsible. However, the authors may strengthen this section by briefly mentioning institutional ethical approval (if obtained) or clarifying adherence to formal research ethics guidelines.

	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No apparent competing interest issues are evident in the manuscript. The study does not indicate any financial, institutional, or personal conflicts that could have influenced the research design, data collection, analysis, or interpretation. The work appears to be conducted independently and reported objectively. However, it would still be advisable for the authors to include a formal “Conflict of Interest” declaration statement to meet standard journal transparency requirements.


	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
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	Here reviewer should declare his/her competing interest. If nothing to declare he/she can write “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer”


	PART  4: Objective Evaluation:



	Guideline
	MARKS of this  manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 

( Highest: 10  Lowest: 0 )

Guideline: 

Accept As It Is: (>9-10)

Minor Revision: (>8-9)

Major Revision: (>7-8)
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