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	PART  1: Review Comments



	Compulsory REVISION comments


	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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. Why do you like (or dislike) this manuscript? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	This manuscript is important for the scientific community as it highlights the potential of organic farming as both a climate change mitigation and adaptation strategy. It is well-suited for researchers and policymakers interested in sustainable agriculture and environmental conservation. The comprehensive review of organic farming practices and their relevance to global greenhouse gas emissions provides valuable insights into addressing climate change through agricultural reforms.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title, "Organic Farming as a Climate Change Adaptation and Mitigation Strategy," is suitable as it accurately reflects the core focus of the manuscript—exploring organic farming's role in climate change response.
	

	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 comprehensive but could be improved by explicitly summarizing key results or findings from the paper. While it outlines the importance of organic farming in reducing greenhouse gas emissions, a brief mention of specific strategies or comparative advantages over conventional farming would enhance clarity.
	

	Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?
	The manuscript is well-structured, with logical subsections that clearly address the core topics.
	

	Please write a few sentences regarding the scientific correctness of this manuscript. Why do you think that this manuscript is scientifically robust and technically sound? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.
	The manuscript appears to be scientifically robust and technically sound for several reasons. It is grounded in well-established scientific concepts related to organic farming, climate change adaptation, and mitigation. The authors provide a thorough literature review, citing credible sources such as the IPCC and well-regarded studies, ensuring that the work aligns with current research in this field. Moreover, the manuscript uses accurate data and examples to explain the environmental benefits of organic farming, such as reducing greenhouse gas emissions and improving soil carbon sequestration, which are key topics in climate science
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.

-
	The references are sufficient and include a mix of recent studies. However, including more recent references from the past five years, particularly on updated greenhouse gas data or new agricultural practices, could further strengthen the paper’s relevance to current discussions on climate change.
	

	Minor REVISION comments

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


	The language quality of the manuscript is generally suitable for scholarly communication. The text is clear, coherent, and structured in a formal academic style, appropriate for a scientific audience. However, some areas could benefit from minor revisions to enhance clarity and flow. For instance, certain sentences are quite long, which might make them harder to follow. Simplifying complex sentences and ensuring consistency in verb tense and terminology would improve readability. Overall, the manuscript is comprehensible but could be refined for smoother scholarly communication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	I approve this manuscript for publication with major corrections. The content is scientifically robust and addresses an important topic related to organic farming and climate change. However, several improvements are necessary before publication. The manuscript requires a thorough grammar check to enhance clarity and flow. Additionally, every source of data used in the paper must be properly cited to ensure transparency and academic integrity. The authors should also avoid the use of AI-generated sentences to maintain the originality of the content. Furthermore, the manuscript would benefit from the inclusion of more recent literature, with a focus on studies published within the last five years, to reflect the latest research in the field.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 details)
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