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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.


	This manuscript makes a meaningful contribution to the scientific literature by presenting field-based evidence on farmers’ understanding of climate change and its effects in vulnerable dryland areas. It clearly demonstrates how socio-economic characteristics and access to information influence farmers’ perceptions, which is critical for the design of effective adaptation strategies and extension services. The use of a standardized perception scale adds methodological value and allows for comparison with similar studies in other regions. The findings also provide practical insights that can support evidence-based policy and planning for climate-resilient agriculture in semi-arid and rainfed systems. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally suitable, as it clearly reflects the core focus on farmers’ perceptions, climate change vulnerability, and the dryland context of Telangana. However, it is somewhat broad and does not fully capture two important strengths of the study: 
(i) the analysis of socio-economic determinants, and 
(ii) the district-level, dryland farming context. 

To improve clarity, specificity, and academic appeal, the author may consider this alternative: 

“Farmers’ Perceptions of Climate Change Vulnerability and Its Socio-Economic Determinants in Dryland Telangana” (This appears most comprehensive and closely aligned with the study objectives.) 
	

	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 clear, well-structured, and effectively summarizes the study’s context, objectives, methodology, key findings, and implications. It addresses an important and timely issue farmers’ perceptions of climate change in dryland regions and is generally suitable for publication with minor refinements. 

Areas that may need improvement include: 

Conciseness: - The abstract is slightly long and could be tightened by reducing repetition in the list of perceived climate impacts, while retaining the most critical ones. 

Methodological Precision: - While the perception scale is mentioned, briefly indicating how perception levels were categorized (e.g., low, medium, high) or the analytical approach used to determine socio-economic relationships would enhance rigor 

Terminology Consistency: - The title emphasizes “climate change vulnerability,” whereas the abstract focuses mainly on “perception of climate change.” Clarifying how perception links to vulnerability, or aligning terminology more closely, would improve coherence. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct in its core approach and findings, but it requires moderate revisions to meet international journal standards. The research question, design, data collection, and overall interpretation are valid; however, there are methodological clarifications, structural inconsistencies, repetition, and language issues that should be addressed to strengthen scientific rigor and readability. 

The following clarifications are needed: 

· There are no references to support some of the claims especially in the introduction sections (kindly provide some references to support some assertions for instance in the introduction section: Understanding famers’ perception of climate change is crucial, as perception strongly influences adaptation behaviour and technology adoption (ref., year)
· The criteria for selecting mandals and villages (random/purposive?) should be explicitly stated. 

· Justification for sample size (statistical or practical basis) is missing 

· No evidence of scale validation (reliability test such as Cronbach’s alpha, pilot testing, content validity, etc). 

· Some statements are duplicated or unclear: 

· Statements 19 and 24 are essentially the same (“Environmental temperature fluctuations…”). 

· Positive vs. negative statements are mentioned, but which statements are negative is not specified. 

· Tables are informative but overly long and repetitive. 

· Results and discussion are mixed together inconsistently. 

· Several paragraphs repeat findings already shown in tables. 

· Percentages are sometimes reported without clear reference (e.g., “58.00%” — agreed + strongly agreed?) 

· Section numbering is inconsistent (e.g., stray “1.” points within methods/results). 

· Some sentences are fragmented or duplicated. 

· The discussion section could be more concise and analytical with less narrative repetition 

· The manuscript contains: 

· Grammatical errors 

· Repetition 

· Inconsistent tense usage 

These do not invalidate the science but reduce clarity and professionalism 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references cited in the manuscript are relevant and authoritative; however, they are somewhat dated and limited in scope. The bibliography relies heavily on studies published before 2021, with few recent peer-reviewed sources reflecting current developments in climate change perception, vulnerability, and adaptation research. The manuscript would benefit from the inclusion of more recent (2022–2024) international and national studies, as well as updated methodological literature on perception measurement and farmer decision-making under climate risk. 

 

The Author may consider the following: 

· Aryal et al. (2022) – Farmers’ perception and adaptation to climate change in South Asia. Climate Risk Management. 

· Nguyen et al. (2022) – Perception–adaptation linkages in rainfed farming systems. Agricultural Systems. 

· etc 

Include 5–8 recent (post-2021) peer-reviewed references, especially on perception, adaptation linkages and climate information systems, in other to significantly improve the manuscript’s scholarly depth and international relevance. 
	

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


	The manuscript is written in generally clear English, and the scientific content is understandable. However, the language quality does not yet meet the standards required for high-quality scholarly communication. The text contains grammatical inaccuracies, awkward sentence constructions, repetition, and occasional inconsistencies in terminology and formatting. A careful revision by a proficient English speaker or professional language editor is recommended to improve clarity, fluency, and academic tone. Addressing these issues will significantly enhance the manuscript’s readability and overall quality 
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript addresses an important and timely topic, examining farmers’ perceptions of climate change in dryland Telangana and the socio-economic factors influencing these perceptions. The study is well-structured, with a clear research design, appropriate sampling, and thorough analysis. The findings provide useful insights into farmers’ awareness of climate risks and highlight the role of education, training, and information access in shaping adaptive capacity. While the manuscript is informative and relevant, some sections could be more concise, and minor improvements in clarity and flow would strengthen readability. Overall, it makes a valuable contribution to understanding climate change impacts on rainfed agriculture in semi-arid regions 
The manuscript addresses a relevant and timely topic with a clear objective, adequate sample size, and appropriate descriptive methodology. The findings are coherent, well-aligned with existing literature, and offer useful policy and extension-related implications for dryland agriculture. However, the score is moderated due to issues such as repetition between results and discussion, minor inconsistencies and redundancies in tables and statements, limited analytical depth beyond descriptive statistics, and language/formatting issues that require editorial refinement. With moderate revisions to improve clarity, conciseness, and analytical rigor, the manuscript has good potential for publication. 
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

 

No major ethical concerns are evident from the manuscript. The study involves a questionnaire-based survey of farmers and does not include vulnerable populations or sensitive personal data. However, the manuscript would benefit from a brief explicit statement confirming that informed consent was obtained from respondents and that ethical principles related to voluntary participation, confidentiality, and anonymity were observed during data collection. 
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