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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 addresses a critically important and timely research problem related to the impacts of climate change specifically sea-level rise and salinity intrusion on coastal agricultural systems. The focus on Tamil Nadu provides valuable region-specific insights while also contributing to the broader scientific understanding of climate vulnerability in low-lying deltaic regions. Through a systematic synthesis of recent empirical and modelling studies, the manuscript develops a robust and comprehensive evidence base relevant to multiple disciplines, including climate science, agronomy, and coastal resource management. Moreover, the integration of environmental processes with agricultural impacts and adaptation strategies significantly enhances the manuscript’s relevance for both scientific research and policy development.
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Publication)

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 (Excellent)
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 (Excellent)
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 (Excellent)
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 (Excellent)
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 (Excellent)
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 (Excellent)
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 (Excellent)
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 (Good)
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 (Good)
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 (Excellent)
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 (Excellent)
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 (Satisfactory)
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	5 (Excellent)
	

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4 (Good)
	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

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


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The title of the manuscript is clear, specific, and appropriately reflects the overall scope and key focus of the study. It effectively communicates the main variables and geographic context without ambiguity. However, the title could be further refined to enhance clarity and conciseness. It is recommended that the authors consider simplifying or slightly restructuring the wording to improve readability while retaining essential keywords.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The abstract is generally comprehensive and well-structured, providing a clear overview of the background, objectives, and key findings of the study. It successfully conveys the significance of the research; however, it lacks sufficient detail regarding the methodological approach. To improve transparency and completeness, the authors are advised to briefly include information about the meta-analysis (e.g., type of analysis, number of studies included, or key statistical methods used).
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and based on relevant literature and appropriate data sources; however, certain methodological aspects require further clarification. In particular, the description of the meta-analysis lacks sufficient detail to ensure reproducibility and transparency. Additionally, the quality and presentation of figures need improvement. Several graphical outputs, particularly bar charts, appear visually unbalanced due to excessively wide bars, which affects clarity and interpretation. It is recommended that the authors revise the figures by improving resolution, adjusting formatting (e.g., spacing and scaling), and considering alternative graph types such as line graphs or box plots where appropriate.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	The references used in the manuscript are generally sufficient, relevant, and predominantly recent, contributing to the scientific credibility of the study. However, the manuscript would benefit from a broader engagement with international literature. Incorporating additional recent studies from other vulnerable coastal regions would strengthen the comparative perspective and enhance the global relevance of the findings.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	No ethical issues are apparent in this manuscript, as the study is based on secondary data derived from previously published sources. However, for the sake of clarity and transparency, it is recommended that the authors explicitly state that no ethical approval was required due to the nature of the data used.
	





PART 3

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
The manuscript addresses a relevant and timely topic on the impacts of climate change on coastal agricultural systems and provides a comprehensive synthesis of available literature. It demonstrates strong potential in terms of scope, structure, and policy relevance. However, several methodological and presentation-related issues limit its current suitability for publication.
Specifically, the meta-analysis component lacks sufficient methodological detail (e.g., effect size metrics, model selection, and heterogeneity assessment), which raises concerns about transparency and reproducibility. The manuscript would also benefit from a clearer conceptual framework to strengthen its analytical depth. Additionally, the quality and presentation of figures need improvement, as some graphs, particularly bar charts, have formatting issues that reduce clarity.
Careful editorial oversight is recommended to ensure accuracy, originality, and adherence to ethical standards.
Given these considerations, I recommend major revision. The manuscript has promise and could make a meaningful contribution to the field once the identified concerns are fully addressed.
Based on the quality of the manuscript, including clarity of objectives, comprehensiveness of the literature review, scientific correctness, quality of figures and graphs, and overall presentation, I recommend Major Revision. Improvements should include enhancing the quality of figures, updating the graphs as the current bar graphs are too wide, and ensuring all sections are more clearly structured.
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