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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 is important for the scientific community because it provides practical evidence on how On Farm Trials (OFTs) and Front Line Demonstrations (FLDs) can effectively enhance rice productivity, technology adoption, and farmers’ income under real farming conditions. The study highlights the role of improved rice variety JR 81 along with scientific crop management practices in reducing the technology gap and improving economic returns in the Katni district of Madhya Pradesh. The findings also demonstrate the significance of extension interventions such as farmer trainings, field demonstrations, and continuous technical guidance in accelerating the adoption of improved agricultural technologies among small and marginal farmers.
	




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
	Rating: 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: 2 = Needs Improvement
It is recommended to prepare a structured abstract covering:
Purpose/objective of the study 
Study period and methodology (OFTs and FLDs conducted during 2020–2025) 
Major findings on yield increase, economic returns, technology gap, and adoption percentage 
Final conclusion highlighting the effectiveness of improved rice variety JR 81 and scientific management practices.

	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory
However, they can be improved for better scientific usefulness by adding more specific and searchable terms such as:
“JR 81 rice variety” 
“technology gap” 
“extension gap” 
“rice yield improvement” 
“Krishi Vigyan Kendra”

	

	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
However, minor improvements could enhance clarity and flow. For example, some ideas are slightly repetitive (especially about OFTs/FLDs objectives), and the paragraph structure could be more tightly organized from general background → specific problem → study objective. Strengthening the final paragraph with a sharper statement of research gap and objectives would further improve the scientific coherence.
	

	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
	2 = Needs Improvement
For a stronger scientific structure, the paper should include a distinct “Objectives of the Study” section, such as:
To evaluate the performance of rice variety JR 81 under OFT and FLD conditions 
To assess yield and economic advantages over farmers’ practices 
To analyze technology gap, extension gap, and technology index 
To study the impact on adoption of improved rice production technologies 
No hypotheses are stated, which is acceptable for this type of extension or demonstration-based study, but clearly defined objectives are essential for better clarity and academic rigor.

	

	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
	 3 = Satisfactory
However, the literature review is not fully up to date. Most citations are from 2019–2022, with limited inclusion of very recent studies (2023–2025). In addition, the review is more citation-based than analytical, with limited critical comparison of findings across studies. A stronger literature review would include more recent publications and a more synthesized discussion highlighting research gaps, inconsistencies, and advancements in OFT/FLD-based rice productivity studies.
	

	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
	4 = Good
Minor improvements could enhance methodological rigor. The sampling procedure (number of farmers per year and selection criteria) could be described more clearly, and statistical analysis methods are not explicitly mentioned. Inclusion of replication design details and variability measures would further strengthen scientific robustness.
	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory
However, from a scientific reporting perspective, the study would be improved by briefly stating that farmers were informed and voluntarily participated in the demonstrations, and that no harmful interventions were involved. Including a short ethical compliance statement (e.g., informed consent and adherence to institutional guidelines) would strengthen transparency and research integrity.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
Some textual repetition exists between sections, and the interpretation of results could be more concise in places. Additionally, clearer separation between results and discussion would improve readability and scientific presentation. Including graphical representations (charts/figures) could further enhance clarity and impact.
	

	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


	4 = Good
Some tables (e.g., Table 5 and Table 2) contain overlapping or repetitive information that could be streamlined or combined for better clarity. Additionally, visual figures or graphs (trend of yield increase, adoption rate, or economic gain) would further enhance presentation and reader understanding.
	

	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
	4 = Good
The discussion is somewhat descriptive and tends to restate results rather than critically analyzing differences or similarities with previous studies. A deeper synthesis—highlighting why results align or differ from other studies, and discussing underlying agronomic or socio-economic reasons—would strengthen the academic depth and make the discussion more analytical rather than confirmatory.
	

	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
	4 = Good
The conclusion section could be slightly improved by making it more concise and explicitly summarizing the most important quantitative outcomes (e.g., exact yield increase and B:C ratio improvement). At present, it is more general in tone, and a sharper emphasis on key numerical evidence would further strengthen its scientific impact.

	

	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
	1 = Poor
The manuscript does not explicitly discuss the limitations of the study. There is no dedicated section addressing constraints such as sample size variation, location-specific effects, seasonal variability, farmer management differences, or the limited generalizability of results beyond the Katni district.
Including a clear limitations section would strengthen the scientific rigor of the paper by acknowledging potential sources of bias or uncertainty. For example, OFT/FLD results can be influenced by farmer skill levels, weather fluctuations, and soil heterogeneity, which are not currently discussed.

	

	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
	4 = Good
In terms of quantity, the number of references is sufficient for an extension-based field study. However, there is a slight limitation in diversity and recency. A few more recent studies (2023–2025) and broader national/international literature on OFT/FLD impact would further enhance the academic strength and contemporary relevance of the paper.

	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory
There are several long and complex sentences, grammatical inconsistencies, and minor repetition of ideas, particularly in the introduction and discussion sections. Some phrasing could be simplified for better readability, and minor language editing would enhance fluency and professional presentation.
	




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.

	4 = Good
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	Rating: 2 = Needs Improvement
The abstract is not yet comprehensive. While the manuscript contains strong results and useful long-term data from OFTs and FLDs, these key outcomes are not properly summarized in the abstract section. A good abstract should briefly include the study objective, methodology (years, OFT/FLD design), major findings (yield increase, economic returns, technology gap reduction), and a clear conclusion.
At present, the abstract appears incomplete or underdeveloped, with insufficient presentation of quantitative results and overall impact. Strengthening it with concise numerical findings and a clear summary of conclusions would significantly improve its scientific quality and readability.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	Minor scientific improvements are needed. These include clearer articulation of objectives, more detailed description of statistical or analytical methods (if any were used), and inclusion of limitations and variability measures. Some sections are also more descriptive than analytical, which slightly reduces scientific depth. Overall, the study is valid and reliable, but can be strengthened with improved methodological detailing and sharper critical analysis.
	

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

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

	References are only moderately recent. Most cited works are from 2019–2022, with very limited inclusion of the most recent studies (2023–2025). Considering the rapidly evolving nature of agricultural extension research, especially in rice production technologies and climate-resilient practices, inclusion of more recent publications would improve the manuscript’s academic strength and timeliness.
	

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

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

	The manuscript does not explicitly mention ethical considerations such as informed consent of participating farmers, voluntary participation, or institutional approval/extension guidelines followed during the study. Including a brief ethical statement would improve transparency and strengthen the academic and publication quality of the work.
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