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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 contributes to the scientific community by combining climate, agricultural, and institutional data to analyze the impact of climate extremes on crop productivity. The use of multiple robust statistical methods strengthens the reliability of the results. It also highlights practical solutions by demonstrating the effectiveness of climate-resilient soil practices and the key role of extension services. Overall, the study offers valuable insights for improving agricultural resilience under climate change.
	




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
	Rating: 5 
The title is clear, specific, and accurately reflects the study’s focus on climate-resilient soil management, drought and flood impacts, and agricultural outcomes.
	

	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
	Rating: 5 

The abstract is comprehensive, clearly summarizing the objectives, methodology, key findings, and overall significance of the study.
	

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

The keywords are relevant, well-aligned with the study’s focus, and effectively capture the core themes, making the article easily discoverable for researchers in this field.

	

	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
	Rating: 4 

The background information is relevant and generally well organized, providing adequate context for the study. However, it could be strengthened with a slightly deeper discussion of recent literature and clearer linkage to the research gap.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 

The research objectives are clearly stated and aligned with the study. However, the hypotheses could be articulated more explicitly to further strengthen clarity.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 

The literature review is relevant and generally up to date, covering key studies in the field. However, incorporating a few more recent references and providing deeper critical analysis would further strengthen it
	

	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
	Rating: 4 
The research methodology is appropriate and employs robust statistical techniques suited to the study objectives. However, it would benefit from clearer justification of model choices, better explanation of assumptions (e.g., DiD assumptions), and more detail on data processing and validation steps.
	

	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
	Rating: N/A

The study relies on secondary, open-access datasets and does not involve human or animal subjects, so specific ethical considerations are not directly applicable.
	

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

The results are generally presented clearly with relevant quantitative findings. However, clarity could be improved by adding more structured tables/figures and briefly interpreting key results alongside the reported values.
	

	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


	Rating: 4 (Good)

The tables and figures are relevant and support the analysis. However, clarity could be improved with better labeling, more descriptive captions, and ensuring each figure directly adds value to the interpretation.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 

The discussion relates the findings to existing literature and provides useful context. However, it could be strengthened by deeper comparison with recent studies and more critical interpretation of similarities and differences.
	

	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
	Rating: 5 

The conclusions are well supported by the data and align clearly with the results presented in the study
	

	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
	Rating: 3

The study acknowledges some limitations, but the discussion is limited in depth. Expanding on data constraints, model assumptions, and generalizability would strengthen the transparency and rigor of the manuscript.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 

The references are relevant and generally sufficient to support the study. However, including a few more recent and high-impact studies would further strengthen the manuscript.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 

The manuscript is written in clear and understandable language overall. Minor improvements in grammar, sentence structure, and conciseness would further enhance readability.
	




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.

	Yes
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	Yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	Yes
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	Yes
	

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

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

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

	
	Author’s Feedback

	The manuscript presents a well-structured and methodologically robust analysis of climate impacts on agricultural systems, combining multiple statistical approaches to strengthen its findings. The integration of environmental, behavioral, and institutional dimensions is a notable strength and adds interdisciplinary value. However, some aspects—particularly the clarity of methodological assumptions (e.g., DiD validity), depth of limitation discussion, and presentation of results—would benefit from minor revision. Overall, the manuscript is suitable for publication after minor revisions
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