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	Reviewer’s comment

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.


	It gives the scientific community one of the first field level, before and after portraits of a large unconditional cash transfer programme for farmers in semi arid India. 

By pairing simple random sampling with straightforward Z-test analytics, it shows that even modest, timely injections of cash can move the needle on input use, employment and social credibility, evidence that is still scarce for South Asian dry Land regions. The study’s micro-level rigour offers a replicable template for evaluating similar DBT schemes elsewhere, while its policy narrative reminds scholars that liquidity constraints, not technology gaps, may be the binding bottleneck for smallholders. In short, it turns a popular state programme into quantifiable social science and invites wider conversation on cash as a legitimate agricultural input.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The present title is accurate, but if we should rephrase it to be more descriptive :
“From Cash to Cultivation: A Before-and-After Assessment of Telangana’s Rythu Bandhu Direct-Cash Transfer on Farm Families in Mahabubnagar District”
	

	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.


	The abstract already covers the essential elements, purpose, design, key findings, and statistical significance that meets most journal requirements. That said, it can be tightened: the first two sentences are background rather than objectives, the “before vs. after” contrast is buried in percentages, and policy implications are not spelled out. Adding one sentence on what the results mean for DBT programmes and deleting redundant background would make it fully comprehensive and reader friendly.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes,

sample size is adequate for the descriptive comparisons made, the before and after design is appropriate for an ex-post evaluation, and the Z tests are applied correctly to paired categorical data. Effect sizes are large and consistent across six domains, so the core conclusion (Rythu Bandhu significantly improved multiple farmhousehold indicators) is scientifically sound within the study’s scope and limitations.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The citation/references is not sufficient for a 2025 international readership. Only one-third of the 14 entries post-date 2020, the rest are government reports or Pre 2020 grey literature. Core DBT/PM-KISAN impact studies published in 2022-24 (e.g., Food Policy, World Development) are missing. No peer-reviewed articles on Telangana’s scheme after 2021 are cited, leaving a 3-year evidence gap.  
Methodological references (STROBE, CONSORT-observational extensions, 2023 guidelines) are absent.  
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The Language, English is well explicit and understanding for scholarly writing.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The paper delivers a clear, policy-relevant snapshot of Rythu Bandhu’s on farm effects, but tables outweigh discussion, the reference base is 3-4 years behind, and wider literature or limitations are barely mentioned. Tightening the narrative, upgrading the bibliography, and adding a short limitations paragraph will turn this useful evaluation into a publishable research note.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No obvious ethical issues
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