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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. lIs thetitle 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. Arethe 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)

The article is about the Indian farmers perceived & UTILISATION about a government
program of agriculture. It is a good article but needs revising.

Yes, itis.

No. no structural. Nothing about methods, questionnaire, etc.

No. Need revising.

Yes. But it needs correction as | tell later.

They are recent, but not sufficient.

7-Nothing about data collection or probable questionnaire, its validity and reliability,
the variable etc.

8-In Mann- Whitney U test & Kruscal Wallis test, the data are non-normal or ordinal.
The author told nothing about it.

9-Resut and discussion should be two separate sections.

10-Nothing about data collection, the variables, questionnaire, validity, reliability etc.
11-In table 1 there are many unknown abbreviations.

12-Since PD and ST in table 1 has zero frequency, its better to delete.

13-1 table 1 sum of percent for some variables are not 100.

14-The description under tablel is the same as, the table so it is better to use either
table OR description.

15- How did the numbers of Figure 1 was calculated?

16-The description under fig 1 is the repetition of the figl.

17-In Table 2 what are the limits of Low etc. perception.

18-In X" 2 test there should be condition on observed and expect frequencies. Did
these conditions met in the calculation (table 2 & 3).

19-Nothing about p-values in table 2 & 3.
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20- No p-values in table 4. Also, many unknown abbreviation in this table.

21-Nothing about the constraints in table 5 in method section.

Minor REVISION comments

1. Islanguage/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly Yes itis.

communications?

Optional/General comments

Please in future review give me at least 5 days to finish the job.

PART 2:

Reviewer's comment

IAuthor’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)

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

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