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	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.


	It offers the scientific and development communities a valuable, consolidated framework for selecting and evaluating interventions based on the three CSA pillars. 
The comprehensive catalog serves as a vital reference for scaling resilience and guiding targeted policy in Bangladesh and other deltaic regions facing similar climatic threats. 
Its practical focus directly bridges the gap between high-level climate adaptation goals and on-the-ground agricultural implementation.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The title reflects the manuscript's content. It accurately describes the work as a cataloging exercise focused on CSA practices for a specific, vulnerable region. 
	

	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.


	I suggest adding a sentence such as: "Through a desk-based literature review and stakeholder validation, this study compiles and characterizes 52 CSA practices, evaluating their contributions to productivity, adaptation and mitigation."
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound in its conceptual framework and alignment with established CSA principles. However, the scientific rigor is limited by the methodological description, which lacks detail on the literature search strategy and the stakeholder validation process. Some mitigation claims in Table 1, while plausible, are repetitive and would benefit from specifying the mechanisms (e.g., soil carbon sequestration, reduced fuel use). 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are not entirely recent, with a heavy reliance on pre-2020 literature. Including more recent studies (e.g., from the last 2-3 years) would strengthen the manuscript's claim to catalog ongoing and future technologies.
	

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


	The language is generally comprehensible but requires significant polishing for formal scholarly communication (numerous grammatical errors, unconventional word choices (e.g., "boast production," "dims fit"), and inconsistent terminology reduce its professionalism). 
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