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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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.
	N/A
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	In view of growing digitization, the term emphasizes a cutting-edge, technologically advanced approach to agricultural extension (QR codes). This implies that the study investigates novel approaches to information sharing.
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The goal, methods, main conclusions, and consequences of the study are succinctly and clearly summarized in the abstract. It successfully draws attention to the issue at hand, the solution put in place, and the outcomes attained. Although KVK Akola is mentioned, it doesn't go into great detail on its particular function or setting within the Indian agricultural system.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Background information and context are provided in the introduction. It outlines issues with conventional approaches and provides support for integrating ICT. Goals are clear and QR codes provide a "frictionless" solution. But. It might use a stronger hook, for example, and there isn't much discussion of other technologies
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A 
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A 
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The approach thoroughly outlines the research concept and provides a detailed description of system setup. The data gathering process is thorough, and the sample strategy is justified. It is explicitly mentioned that statistical analysis is appropriate.
Weakness:
It doesn't go into great length about validity and reliability and doesn't address potential biases. The rationale for sample size could also be more compelling.
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The analysis is thorough and the results are plainly provided. It provides the socioeconomic background and displays statistical relevance. User satisfaction is high and practical consequences are emphasized.
Weakness:
It should refrain from suggesting causation and just briefly discusses its limits. For instance, it could delve deeper into negative finding

	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A 
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A 
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The study's main conclusions are succinctly summarized in the conclusion, which emphasizes the importance of a straightforward, fact-based methodology. It links the study to national goals. It does not, however, address limits and scalability issues. There are moments when the language is too forceful, and there is little room for generalization.

Recommendation
Targeting the appropriate parties, the recommendations are practical. They are thorough and expand upon the results of the investigation. They do not, however, adequately account for infrastructure requirements and do not provide a cost analysis. Agri-input traders are over-relied upon, and training is not sufficiently emphasized. Furthermore, content checking is ambiguous.
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	· References are relevant, and they are not up-to-date. 
· There is limited geographic diversity, and it could include grey literature.

	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A
	
































PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	N/A 
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	N/A 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	N/A 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	N/A 
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	N/A 
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