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	PART  1: Comments


	
	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.

	I can confidently say that this paper fills a notable knowledge gap on adoption constraints to superior cotton production technologies in a top cotton-producing zone of India. The author’s research is worthwhile as it goes beyond the level of theoretical suggestions to record farmers' perceptions and limitations that actually exist on the ground, which is fundamental in designing relevant interventions, especially in the global south. 

Considering the fact that cotton accounts for almost 60 million Indian livelihoods and produces 85% of overall consumption of fiber, understanding region-based challenges in production has immediate rural livelihoods and food security significance. Importantly, the results could act as a helpful exemplar in such constraint analysis in other cotton-producing zones like Nigeria where I am based, and hence worthwhile to extension professionals, agriculturalists in charge of policymaking, and researchers on smallholder agricultural systems.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The title is good, balanced and descriptive enough. It clearly indicates the geographical coverage (Karimnagar District, Telangana), the crop (cotton), and the research goal (constraint analysis).

	

	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.

	I am satisfied with the abstract in that it is generally comprehensive and well-structured. I however think you could improve it by signaling numerical results more prominently, though. I.e., declaring in so many words that "90% of farmers reported non-adoption of refuge crops and sucking pest incidence" would give readers immediate quantitative context in a single glance. 

I would also suggest including in the abstract a very brief statement on the sample methodology of the research (n=90 farmers in 15 villages) since it adds credibility from the very beginning. Overall, the comments are actionable, which is a positive aspect, but I would suggest you reconceptualize the final sentence to specify more on desired results rather than generic "sustainability" cues.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	I can guarantee that the paper is scientifically sound. It's good to see the deployment of ex-post facto research design, which fits with examining existing phenomena that have occurred. I have some notes, however: 

Firstly, data analysis uses only frequency and percentage distribution. I do not see any statistical tests (e.g., chi-square, ranking correlation) to confirm the rankings or to see where substantial differences between constraints exist—this would make the results more robust. 

Secondly, "constraint" is used inconsistently; some questions (such as labour cost) that are cost issues and not production-related constraints could make interpretation problematic. 

Thirdly, the discussion portion at times provides suggestions which go beyond what the data warrants (e.g., particular solutions to mechanize). So with respect to this, I would recommend that you keep suggestions closer to what exactly was suggested by the farmers.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	As much as the references are reasonably current, with numerous references between 2022-2025, I however think the set could be strengthened. You have good background references on cotton economics and production, but I don't see specific citations supporting some of the key recommendations, such as IPM efficacy experiments, HDPS vs. traditional plantings in yield, or cost effectiveness of cotton pickers. How about if you incorporate newer references on: (1) efficacy of stem application technology in sucking pests management, (2) efficiency of cotton pickers under Indian conditions, and (3) comparison works on HDPS and traditional plantings in Telangana-type climates? Don't you think it will bolster the recommendations in your results and discussion sections? I believe it would. 

	

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

	I am satisfied with the English which I can say is generally appropriate to scholarly communication, as the text is clear in the larger sense. I am also satisfied with the overall construction and professional presentation. A couple of small tweaks would improve it, however: In the methodology, "open-ended schedule" could be made clearer to non-experts as "open-ended questionnaire" or "semi-structured interview guide." In Table 1, "sowing refuge crops" and "refuge crop" occur in alternating rows—uniformity here would improve it. Additionally, some sentences could be slightly less awkward, such as in the results where it says "falled by" rather than "followed by." Then a final copyeditor's pass would smoothen these small flaws out without changing the content.

	

	Optional/General comments

	Once again I believe this paper contributes worthwhile empirical results that could really help to inform extension programming in the area. The strength is that it gives a direct farmer voice, which combines problems and recommendations that are well documented. 

I would really suggest that you tighten up the conclusion somewhat: the version right now covers many issues (input costs, labour, market price) that were not highlighted in the previous results. It would make more sense to narrow the conclusion to the main identified constraints (refuge crops, sucking pests, weed management, plant population) and then explain how to solve these interconnects with broader issues (mechanisation, training). 

The "Strengthening extension services" and "Promoting innovative practices" sections' recommendations are good ones but come over somewhat as prescriptive; you might make them more firmly based on what you know farmers actually proposed.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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