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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.
	This manuscript provides valuable realistic visions into the socio-economic dynamics and livelihood strategies of rural households engaged in agriculture and aquaculture in Mymensingh sadar, contributing to the growing body of knowledge on integrated farming systems in developing countries in Bangladesh. By emphasizing key factors such as gender disparities, age structure, land tenure, and access to training, the study helps the scientific community better understand the structural constraints and opportunities influencing livelihood diversification. Moreover, the study establishes a groundwork for comparative and longitudinal analyses that can further advance theoretical and practical understanding of rural livelihood transformation.
	





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
	The Title is very clear, significant, transforming and appropriate for ground level researcher.
Rating scale is 4=Good.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good

The abstract is generally comprehensive and effectively summarizes the key components of the study, including the study area, methodology, major socio-economic findings, and the importance of livelihood diversification. It is clearly presents relevant socio-economic and livelihood diversification features and highlights critical issues such as gender imbalance, land tenure patterns, and limited training exposure, which strengthens its scientific value.

However, it could be improved by slightly refining the structure and reducing some repetition to enhance readability. Additionally, a clearer statement of the research objective and a more concise concluding sentence emphasizing the broader implications would make it closer to “Excellent.”
	

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

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good

The background information is generally sufficient and well-organized, moving logically from a broad globally and regionally context to the specific case of Mymensingh sadar in Bangladesh. It successfully integrates relevant literature, highlights the importance of agriculture and aquaculture, and clearly explains why the study area is significant. The inclusion of detailed agro-ecological and production data strengthens the contextual foundation and demonstrates the relevance of the research.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good 
The research objectives are clearly stated and understandable, though they could be more unambiguously framed as specific, testable hypotheses.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good 
Yes, The literature review is relevant and incorporates recent as well as foundational studies, though it could be strengthened by including more up-to-date sources and a deeper critical synthesis of existing research.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good 
Yes, The research methodology is appropriate for the study as it combines primary survey data, PRA tools, and secondary sources, though it could be strengthened with more advanced statistical analysis or sampling justification. However, it has notable limitations in statistical application.
	

	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
	Yes, Rating scale-5.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, 
	

	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
	Comparative statement wise table is not given here. But all figures are excellently support the manuscript. Therefore some tables are needed for relevant and clarity.
Rating score- 3 = Satisfactory.
	

	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
	Yes, The discussion relate the finding to existing literature.
The findings are particularly important for informing evidence-based policy design, development interventions, and future research aimed at enhancing rural resilience, income stability, and sustainable resource use.
Rating scale 4 = Good.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
Yes, The conclusions are generally supported by the data presented, though stronger statistical analysis would further enhance their robustness and validity.
	

	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
	Rating: 2 = Needs Improvement 
The study does not clearly discuss its limitations, such as sample size constraints, reliance on descriptive statistics, or potential biases in data collection.
	

	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
	Rating: 5 = Excellent 
Yes, The references are highly relevant, up-to-date, and sufficient in number, incorporating a strong mix of recent studies, foundational research, and reliable institutional sources to support the study.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
Yes, The manuscript is generally clear and understandable, though minor grammatical issues and sentence structure could be improved for better readability and flow.
	





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.
	YES
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
	

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

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

	NO
	





PART 3

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	

The manuscript provides a valuable and well-structured analysis of socio-economic characteristics and livelihood diversification among agricultural and aquaculture households, supported by relevant data and literature. However, it would benefit from improved statistical analysis, clearer articulation of limitations, and minor language refinement to enhance its overall scientific rigor and clarity.
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