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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.
	The scientific community regards this manuscript as significant since it discusses poverty as place-based and multidimensional, instead of seeing it merely as a general economic condition. With its concentration on Gunungkidul Regency and integration of field observation, household-level evidence, and social and cultural analysis, the study provides context-specific knowledge that could enable researchers to obtain a more comprehensive insight into the interaction between geography, local livelihoods, social assistance, and community conditions to influence poverty outcomes. The manuscript is also important since it demonstrates that the measures towards poverty management need to be localized to regional features, particularly in the environmentally limited regions like karst and water-scarce regions. As it continues to enhance its scientific rigour, conceptual framing and analytical richness, this study may be of potential empirical value to scholars and policymakers engaged in localised amelioration of poverty, rural development, and socially informed design of public policy.
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

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

	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
	3
	

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

	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
	2
	

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

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

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	       3
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	       3
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	       2
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	       3
	

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

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	       3
	

	15. 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
	       2
	





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.
	No
The current title reflects the topic, but it is too long and not written in a strong academic form. It should be revised for clarity, precision, and grammar.

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No
The abstract includes general background, study area, and a broad conclusion, but it is not sufficiently structured for a research article. It should clearly present the research objective, study design, sample or data sources, main analytical approach, key findings, and the main contribution of the study in a more concise and scientific format.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No
The manuscript addresses an important issue, but its scientific rigor needs strengthening. The authors should clearly state the research objectives, explain the sampling strategy and qualitative analysis procedure in more detail, improve the link between findings and existing literature, and avoid making broad conclusions that are not fully supported by the presented evidence. 

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
The manuscript includes a reasonable number of references, and many of them are recent. However, the authors should still improve the quality of source integration and include more directly relevant studies on regional poverty analysis, qualitative poverty research, and the Indonesian local policy context.

	

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

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

	Yes
The manuscript reports the use of primary data from respondents, including stakeholder perceptions, poor household perceptions, discussions, and field observations, but it does not clearly mention ethical approval, informed consent, confidentiality procedures, or how participants were protected during data collection. This is a concern because the study involves human participants and socially vulnerable groups. The authors should add a clear ethics statement explaining whether ethical clearance was obtained, how consent was secured, and how privacy and data protection were maintained. 

	









PART 3

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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
This manuscript is potentially useful as a local case study, but it needs major revision before publication. The main weaknesses are unclear research objectives, weak methodological detail, limited discussion, absence of limitations, and substantial language problems.

The manuscript addresses an important local poverty issue and has potential value as a region-specific case study. However, it has substantial weaknesses in research design, presentation, clarity of objectives, methodological detail, discussion quality, ethical reporting, and language quality. These issues appear repairable, but they require major improvement before the manuscript can be considered for publication.
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