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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 addresses an important and under-researched aspect of agricultural extension: the identification of socio-economic characteristics and adoption constraints among green leafy vegetable growers in a semi-arid district of Karnataka, India. The findings provide field-level evidence on differential adoption rates across improved cultivation practices, which is valuable for extension planners, policymakers and agricultural scientists seeking to improve technology transfer in similar smallholder farming contexts. The study contributes empirical data on technical, economic and marketing constraints that limit adoption, which are critical for designing targeted interventions in the horticulture sub-sector of Karnataka. Furthermore, the work is practically relevant given the ongoing national emphasis on nutritional security and income diversification through vegetable cultivation, making it a timely contribution to the regional agricultural literature.
	


PART  2.1 (Objective Evaluation)
	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	3

The title is informative but reads as informal and grammatically incomplete. It should be revised to: 'Constraints in the Adoption of Improved Cultivation Practices among Green Leafy Vegetable Growers in Kalaburagi District, Karnataka.' The current phrasing omits an article and feels like a sub-heading rather than a formal title.
	

	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

The abstract covers the main elements (context, sample, methods, key findings) but does not mention the study period explicitly in the opening sentence, and the conclusion sentence could be more specific about which interventions are recommended. The abstract is otherwise adequate.
	

	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

The keywords are relevant but too few and too generic. Adding location-specific terms (e.g., 'Karnataka', 'Kalaburagi') and thematic ones (e.g., 'extension education', 'marketing constraints', 'horticultural extension') would improve discoverability.
	

	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
	2

The introduction mixes disparate topics: vegetarianism, protein adequacy and India's vegetable statistics are inserted without logical flow. The literature is not critically reviewed; it is referenced in passing. The section needs restructuring to focus on green leafy vegetable production issues in Karnataka, existing adoption studies and the specific knowledge gap this study addresses. The vegetarianism paragraph is off-topic and should be removed.
	

	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

The objectives are listed at the end of the introduction in a single sentence without numbering or clear delineation. They should be presented as a numbered list for clarity. The third objective ('to identify constraints') is the most directly addressed in the results, but it is stated together with two others in a way that makes it difficult to evaluate how each objective was met.
	

	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

The literature cited is outdated: most references date to 1995–2011, with only one reference from 2017 and one from 2019. No literature published after 2019 is cited. The review does not engage critically with prior work. Several in-text citations (e.g., Hanumanaikar et al., 2006; Kalia, 2006) are mentioned without explaining what those studies found or how the present findings relate. The literature section needs a substantial update with recent references (2018–2024).
	

	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

The sampling approach (proportionate random sampling from six villages) and data collection using a structured pre-tested schedule are appropriate for this type of descriptive survey. However, the methodology section lacks detail on how adoption was operationalised and scored, how the schedule was validated, and what criteria defined the constraint categories. The analysis (frequency and percentage only) is acceptable for a descriptive study but limits the conclusions that can be drawn.
	

	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
	N/A

No ethical approval or informed consent statement is mentioned. For surveys involving human respondents, a brief statement on ethical clearance or institutional approval should be included, even for agricultural field surveys.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2

Results are partially presented within the Discussion section rather than a separate Results section, which creates confusion. Adoption rates for certain practices are stated differently in the abstract and in the results text (e.g., adoption figures for disease management appear inconsistently). The single table (Table 1) presents constraints data but is structured as a summary of socio-economic and adoption data mixed together, making it difficult to interpret. Additional tables or figures would improve clarity.
	

	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
	2

There is only one table in the manuscript, and it does not follow a standard format for peer-reviewed literature. The table merges heterogeneous data (age, literacy, land holding, constraints) without a clear logical structure. No figures are included. Separate tables for socio-economic characteristics, adoption levels and constraints are recommended.
	

	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

The discussion section is largely descriptive and repeats findings already stated in the results without adding interpretive depth. References to prior studies are cursory ('in line with', 'corroborates with') without explaining the nature of the agreement or any divergent findings. The discussion also introduces new data (e.g., specific pest types, IPM in cotton) not clearly linked to the study population or objectives.
	

	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

The main conclusions are broadly supported by the descriptive data presented. However, some conclusions go beyond what the analysis (frequency/percentage) can support, particularly the suggestion of specific policy interventions (cooperative storage, market infrastructure). These recommendations are reasonable but should be framed as suggestions based on farmer-reported needs, not as conclusions derived from statistical evidence.
	

	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
	4

The limitations section is one of the stronger parts of the manuscript. It correctly acknowledges the geographic restriction, the absence of advanced statistical testing, the lack of detail on adoption measurement, and the reliance on recall in respondent data. The section is unusually candid for this journal category and should be retained.
	

	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

Only 9 references are cited, which is insufficient for a research article in this field. Several references are over 25 years old (1995, 1997, 2002, 2006). No references published after 2019 are included. At least 15–20 references, including recent work (2018–2024) on adoption of improved practices in vegetable farming and horticulture extension in India, are recommended.
	

	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

The language quality needs significant improvement. Several sentences are grammatically incorrect, awkward or incomplete. Examples: 'Green leafy vegetables are healthy reachable with cheap and rich source...' (Introduction); 'The reason was migration of rural youths to city/towns because employment in agriculture is seasonal, better and easy employment...' (Results). The manuscript would benefit from careful English language editing throughout, including correction of run-on sentences, punctuation errors and inconsistent tense.
	


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.
	NO. The current title is grammatically incomplete. Suggested revision: 'Constraints in the Adoption of Improved Cultivation Practices among Green Leafy Vegetable Growers in Kalaburagi District, Karnataka: A Survey Study.' This improves clarity, grammatical correctness and specificity.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	PARTIALLY. The abstract is broadly adequate but would benefit from (i) a clearer statement of the study gap in the opening sentence, (ii) explicit mention of the analytical method used, and (iii) a stronger concluding statement identifying the most actionable recommendation.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	PARTIALLY. The descriptive findings appear internally consistent, but several issues affect scientific rigour: (1) adoption is measured and reported without defining what 'adoption' means in this context; (2) the introduction introduces unrelated topics (vegetarianism, protein adequacy) not connected to the study; (3) the results section is not clearly separated from the discussion; (4) statistical data in Table 1 differ in some cells from values stated in the text (e.g., commission agent constraint: 98% in text, 88-98% in table). These inconsistencies must be corrected.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO. Only 9 references are cited and most predate 2010. The authors should add a minimum of 10–15 recent references (2018–2024) from peer-reviewed journals on vegetable adoption studies in India, extension barriers in horticulture, and marketing constraints in smallholder vegetable farming.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	YES — minor. The manuscript does not include any statement of ethical approval, informed consent from respondents, or data confidentiality assurance. While agricultural surveys often have lower ethical risk, journals increasingly require such a declaration. The acknowledgement of AI use (ChatGPT for grammar/language) is appropriately disclosed.
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