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	Reviewer’s comment
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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.


	With the farmers’ views on the health impacts of agrochemical use, the manuscript makes a meaningful contribution to agricultural health and social science research by creating and approving a standardized perceptual scale to evaluate. Despite increasing worries about pesticide exposure and public health, there are few such verified techniques, especially in developing nations. To ensure scientific rigor, the study uses strong psychometric techniques (content validity, EFA, reliability, and correlation analysis). Researchers, extension specialists, and legislators can use the scale to evaluate perception gaps and create focused interventions for sustainable agriculture and safer pesticide usage.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Current title: Perception Scale: Assessing Farmers' Perception about the Impact of Agrochemicals on Health
The title is generally appropriate, but it is somewhat repetitive (“Perception” is used twice) and does not clearly indicate that the paper focuses on scale development and validation.

Suggested alternative titles:
· Development and Validation of a Perception Scale on the Health Impacts of Agrochemical Use among Farmers
· Assessing Farmers’ Perceptions of Agrochemical Impacts on Human Health: Scale Development and Validation
· A Standardized Scale to Measure Farmers’ Perceptions of Agrochemical-Related Health Risks

	

	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 fundamentally comprehensive and clearly presents the aim, methods, results, and conclusion. However, a few improvements are recommended:

Suggestions for improvement:
• To improve contextual clarity, clearly state that the study was conducted in West Bengal, India. 
• Clearly clarify that there are 16 items total across five components in the final scale.
•To enhance readability and academic tone, a little language cleaning is required.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is mostly sound from a scientific and methodological standpoint. The scale creation processes are followed in the application of content validity, exploratory factor analysis (EFA), reliability testing (Cronbach's alpha and split-half), and correlation analysis. 
Nonetheless, the following technical and scientific clarifications are advised: 
• The manuscript should be made consistent by switching between five and six components in various sections. 
• It would be better to explain or discuss the inclusion of fertilizer sellers in the sample as a constraint. 
• Small discrepancies in item numbering (such as Q25 vs. Q26) must be fixed. 
• It would be better to offer variance explanation percentages in a straightforward and progressive manner. 
These problems need to be fixed for clarity and rigor, but they do not compromise the main conclusions.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are relevant and largely sufficient, covering pesticide exposure, health impacts, farmer perception, and psychometric methods. Several well-cited and authoritative sources (WHO, Mostafalou & Abdollahi, Damalas & Koutroubas) strengthen the manuscript.
	

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


	The manuscript demonstrates adequate scholarly English, but it requires moderate language editing.
	

	Optional/General comments


	• A significant and understudied topic is covered in the manuscript. 
• There is a good chance that the scale will be replicated in other agroclimatic and socioeconomic settings. 
• The paper might be strengthened even more with a brief limits section (e.g., geographical focus, self-reported perception). 
• Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) may be recommended for future validation.
	


	PART  2: 



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



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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