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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.

	1. This manuscript is highly important for the scientific community as it synthesizes recent peer-reviewed evidence on the dual role of agriculture in climate change—as both a victim of impacts and a contributor to emissions—while outlining evidence-based pathways for sustainable practices that enhance resilience, productivity, and decarbonization. 
2. It bridges biophysical, technological, and policy dimensions, providing a valuable resource for researchers in agronomy, environmental science, and climate policy to inform context-specific strategies for food security under warming scenarios. 
3. By emphasizing trade-offs, co-benefits, and enabling factors like governance and equity, it advances the discourse on climate-smart agriculture and supports interdisciplinary efforts to align farming with global sustainability goals. 
4. Overall, it consolidates fragmented knowledge into a coherent framework that can guide future research, innovation, and implementation in diverse agro-ecological contexts.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	Yes, the title is suitable as it accurately captures the manuscript's focus on climate change impacts, sustainable agriculture responses, and goals of resilience, productivity, and decarbonization.
	

	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.

	1. The abstract is comprehensive, effectively summarize the problem, key sustainable practices, technologies, and the need for integrated strategies, policies, and equity. 
2. No additions or deletions are suggested, as it balances breadth and conciseness while including keywords for discoverability.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	1. Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct. 
2. It draws on robust evidence from meta-analyses, long-term field studies, and global modelling, with careful attention to context-dependency, trade-offs, and methodological rigor. 
3. Claims are supported by recent, high-quality citations, and the synthesis avoids overgeneralization by emphasizing variability across agro-ecological zones.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	1. The references are sufficient and recent, with a strong emphasis on publications from the last decade (many from 2020–2025), including meta-analyses and syntheses from reputable journals like Nature, Science, and Global Change Biology. 
2. No additional references are suggested, as the list comprehensively covers impacts, practices, and policy aspects.
	

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

	Yes, the language is clear, precise, and suitable for scholarly communications, with excellent structure, technical accuracy, and readability.
	

	Optional/General comments

	1. The manuscript is well-organized, with logical progression from impacts to definitions, practices, and enablers. 
2. Figures or tables summarizing key meta-analysis findings (i.e., yield responses or mitigation potentials) could enhance visual appeal, but are not essential. 
3. The emphasis on equity and governance adds depth beyond technical aspects.
	




	PART  2: 


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

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	No.
	




Reviewer details:

Mahesh Kumar Gaur, ICAR-Central Arid Zone Research Institute, India

[bookmark: _GoBack]
Created by: DR	              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM	   	Version: 3 (07-07-2024)
