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	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.


	The manuscript is about the problem that heavily impacts Indian agriculture, which is the difference between the availability of technology and its adoption in cotton cultivation. The study, through a complete process of identifying and ranking constraints from the point of view of farmers in a flagship district of cotton production, delivers valuable, locational data. The results lead to a scenario where extension services and policymakers have clear roadmaps to architect targeted interventions. This manuscript is key to the cotton sector's goal of increasing farmer incomes and improving their living standards while maintaining ecological balance.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title mostly reflects the content of the manuscript, and it is a clear description. Nevertheless, the scientific name "Gossypiumherbaceum" is a single word and it should be separated by a space: "Gossypium herbaceum". In addition to that, it would be better to indicate the major subject of the research by simply stating "Bt Cotton" for more clarity and correctness.


	

	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 is comprehensive but could be better. It would be preferable if it stated the methodology briefly (e.g., "A survey of 90 farmers.") and stated the principal findings more clearly before listing the recommendations. "Refuge crops" is misspelled as "refugy" in the manuscript and should be corrected.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound. The approach is appropriate to an exploratory constraint analysis. The information in Tables 1 and 2 is clear and concurs with discussion and conclusions. The recommendations are logical inferences from the research findings. One technical note: the term "fustigation" in the results section (Table 1, point 5) is likely a typographical error and should be "fertigation".


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are satisfactory and include a mix of previous works and contemporary literature. Nevertheless, the reference by Vaghasiya & Nakum (2025) appears to be from a future year, which should be verified and amended. To continue the background on Bt cotton and refuge practices in India, think of referencing: Kranthi, K. R. (2012). Bt Cotton: Questions and Answers. Indian Society for Cotton Improvement. A recent government report by the Directorate of Cotton Development, Ministry of Agriculture & Farmers Welfare would improve the manuscript.
	

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


	In general, the language is simple. There are numerous grammatical errors, typographical errors, and awkward expressions that must be corrected (e.g., "refugy," "followed by," "fustigation"). Native or seasoned English speakers must proofread it thoroughly to maximize readability.


	

	Optional/General comments


	Strengths: The manuscript is highly relevant, well structured, and presents realistic farmer-specific results. The tables are particularly powerful.

Areas for Improvement:

1. Introduction: Could be more specific in terms of challenges faced by Telangana and why Karimnagar was selected.

2. Results and Discussion: Paragraph following Table 1 contains several unnecessary and grammatically inaccurate sentences that are paraphrasing the table. These kinds of paragraphs need to be rewritten for clarity and brevity.

3. Conclusion: The conclusion is too lengthy and repetitive and restates what has been discussed already. It must be shortened to a brief overview of key findings and major recommendations without including new, generic terms (e.g., digital platforms, though useful, were not part of the study outcomes).
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No ethical issues were identified. The sample size and methodology seem appropriate, and the data is presented objectively.
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