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Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	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 highlights the constraints for the adoption of IFS at farmer’s level in Telangana state. Although the IFS emerged as the one of the most suitable approaches in recent times for the sustainability, its adoption is limited to many constraints. The Authors used two analytical techniques Garrett’s ranking and Kendall’s coefficient of concordance for the analysis to assign weightage to the individual constraints. The study is based on the interview for each category of land holdings namely marginal, small, medium and large. The ranking for constraints varied among the groups. This research provides valuable insights for policy makers, research scholars working on IFS.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title of the article found appropriate and provides clear information on the research. 
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	Abstract of the article is short (less than 100 words). It may be elaborated by including a sentence of background of the research (Optional). The numeric results of the research may be provided to elaborate the abstract and it may be rewritten.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript was found scientifically correct. The interviews-based research methodology and the results obtained from the analytical techniques are appropriate. 
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	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The language quality of the article is okay. However, some grammatical mistakes were found. In some sentences, two words are merged without proper space between them.  These minor mistakes need to corrected.
	

	Optional/General comments


	In Introduction, the specific problems faced by the farmers need to be written appropriately and cited accordingly.

 Garrett’s ranking technique, the variables are not defined. 
In results part, the discussion section is weakly written.

The constraints used for the analytical study are may be well supplemented by the previous studies in results and discussion section.
The policy intervention’s part may be presented well with more recommendations instead of single solution.
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