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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.
	This paper brings fresh value to the conversation around climate change and its impact on rural communities, particularly by developing a solid, evidence-based tool—the PCCLSI index—that focuses on what farmers actually experience regarding climate impacts. It smartly fills a hole in the usual risk evaluations, which tend to skip over folks' personal take on things or the full picture of their day-to-day lives. The approach here is top-notch, blending input from experts, Guilford's ranking technique, and solid checks for reliability, making it a go-to resource for academics and decision-makers alike. Overall, this index could be a game-changer for tailoring adaptation plans to real needs and tracking how livelihoods hold up over time.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	Yes, the title is suitable and accurately reflects the manuscript's core purpose.

	

	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 does a solid job of covering all the essentials—it's thorough and lays out the study's goals, methods, the index's dimensions, item count, and main results in a straightforward way. That said, a few tweaks could make it even sharper and more complete: for starters, slip in a quick line on the validation outcomes, like the Cronbach’s alpha value or content validity scores, to spotlight those standout strengths from the paper. It also helps to weave in a nod to real-world uses, such as in policy-making, extension services, or mapping vulnerabilities, so readers see the bigger picture right away. Wrapping up with a punchier line on how the PCCLSI could shape upcoming studies would really drive home its importance. All in all, these are just small lifts to polish it up nicely.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	This paper feels solid from a science standpoint—it's built on rock-solid methods and sticks closely to proven ways of creating scales, drawing on classics like Guilford, Edwards, and Cronbach’s alpha for reliability. The whole process of building the index comes through crystal clear, from picking the right indicators and checking their relevance, to assigning weights and testing for consistency. The reasoning flows smoothly without any hitches, and the findings really back up what the authors are claiming. That said, it might help to touch on whether they took this index out for a real-world spin with actual farmers, not just the expert review that's covered now—it could add that extra layer of practicality.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list looks really solid—it's got plenty of fresh, spot-on sources from 2023 to 2025 that cover the essentials on livelihood vulnerability, perception indices, and climate effects in a way that feels comprehensive and timely. You've nailed most of the core studies, which is great. Weaving in some recent pieces on how folks in South Asia or other farming-heavy regions perceive climate shifts could add even richer local flavour. Similarly, pulling in a couple of modern takes on validating perception indices psychometrically would nicely build on the classics like Edwards (1957) and Nunnally (1978). These aren't must-haves, but they'd give your theoretical backbone a little extra depth and breadth.
	

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


	The writing hits the mark for academic publishing—it's polished and professional, with a smooth flow that keeps things logical and easy to follow. I didn't spot any real grammar hiccups, which is a relief. That said, there are a handful of sentences that feel a tad lengthy; shortening them up would boost the overall zip, though it's nothing that stands out as a problem. The technical terms are spot-on, too—chosen wisely and stuck to consistently throughout.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· The paper reads smoothly and is organized in a really clear way—love how the tables pack in useful info without being overwhelming or hard to follow.

· How about tossing in a simple flowchart to map out the index-building journey? It could visually walk through the stages, from choosing indicators to getting expert input, running relevancy checks, and landing on the final index.

· Slipping in a quick comparison in the discussion—pitting PCCLSI against other go-to indices for livelihoods or vulnerabilities—would do wonders to underscore what makes your approach stand out.
The Manuscript requires some minor corrections
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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