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	PART  1: Review Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Compulsory REVISION comments

1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community?

      (Please write few sentences on this manuscript)

2. Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?

4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?

5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct?

6. Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of additional references, please mention in the review form.

(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to provide additional suggestions/comments)


	1. I’ve read the whole manuscript. I can say that the manuscript  “Constraints in adoption of preferred rice varietal traits among paddy farmers of Telangana” is important for scientific community. By exploring the practices inTelangana, scientific community in the field of paddy who read the manuscript may implement the results of the reserach in their places.

2. The title of the article is suitable as it represents the content of the research.
3. The abstract of the article is comprehensive. The abstract was written accordingly with the rules in academic wrirting. However. I suggest the author to write keywords in italic and small letters.
4. Subsections and structure of the manuscript are apropriate. However, I suggest the author to re-arrange some parts, as follows: A. Introduction; B. Paddy Production in Telangana; C. Methodology; D. Results and Discussions; E. Summary and Conclusion. I suggest part E. Conclusion (without Summary).

5. After reading the manuscript completely, I think the manuscript is scientifically correct, as the article well written accordingly with academic standards.
6. Two references are old (1986 and 2006), and four references are recent (2012, 2014, 2014, and 2020).I suggest the writer to provide more recent references (less than 10 years old).
	

	Minor REVISION comments

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


	According to me, the language or English quality of the article is suitable for scholarly communications. As a non native speaker, it is not difficult for me to read and understand the manuscript.  The language is suitable for me as part of  academic society.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Good academic writing in the field of paddy issues. The author did a good job.


	

	
	The English is good and it is easy to understand.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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