
Review Form (Research)
	Journal Name:
	Journal of Experimental Agriculture International

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_JEAI _159360

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Knowledge of Farmers on Organic Farming in Bundelkhand Region of Uttar Pradesh

	Type of the Article
	Research Article






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 addresses a relevant topic in sustainable agriculture by examining farmers’ knowledge of organic farming in the Bundelkhand region of Uttar Pradesh. Understanding the level of farmers’ knowledge is important for designing effective extension programmes, training activities, and policy interventions that support environmentally sound agricultural practices. The study also provides location-specific evidence on the socio-demographic factors associated with farmers’ knowledge, which may be useful for researchers and agricultural development agencies. However, the scientific contribution of the manuscript would be strengthened by a clearer statement of the research objectives, a more transparent explanation of the knowledge measurement procedure, and a deeper discussion of the findings in relation to previous studies.
	




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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

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

	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
	3
	

	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
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	2
	

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

	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


	3
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	2
	




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. The title reflects the main topic, target group, and geographical scope of the study. Nevertheless, because the manuscript also examines relationships between socio-demographic factors and farmers’ knowledge, the title may be refined to better represent this analytical component, if the authors wish to emphasize it.
	

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

	NO. The abstract reports the study area, sample size, and the main distribution of knowledge levels, but it is not sufficiently comprehensive. It should state the research objective more explicitly, identify the analytical method used for examining associations, summarize the key correlation findings, and present a concise implication of the study. The abstract also requires substantial language editing for grammar, clarity, and academic style.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	The manuscript is relevant and potentially useful, but several issues should be addressed before it can be considered scientifically sound. First, the research objectives or research questions are not explicitly stated in the Introduction. Second, the methodology section does not sufficiently explain the construction and scoring of the 22-item knowledge schedule; this is particularly important because the reported mean knowledge score is 32.15, which cannot be interpreted without knowing the scoring system and maximum possible score. Third, the description of the sampling procedure is confusing in several places and should be rewritten clearly and consistently. Fourth, the score ranges reported in the text and in Table 2 are not fully aligned and should be standardized. Fifth, several interpretations of the correlation analysis should be revised to avoid overstatement and causal language, since correlation coefficients indicate association rather than causation. Finally, the discussion should be strengthened by comparing the results with relevant previous studies.
	

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

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

	NO. The cited references are related to organic farming and agricultural extension, but the review of previous literature is limited in depth and the manuscript does not sufficiently engage with recent studies. The Introduction includes several broad claims that require supporting citations. The Discussion section should compare the findings with prior empirical evidence rather than mainly restating the tables. The reference list also requires careful formatting and consistency checks according to the journal style.
	

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

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

	NO obvious ethical misconduct is identified from the manuscript. However, because the study involves survey data collected from farmers, the authors should clarify whether informed consent was obtained, how respondents’ confidentiality was protected, and whether ethical approval or institutional permission was required under the applicable policy.
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