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	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.


	The manuscript addresses a highly relevant intersection of climate change, agricultural sustainability, and rural livelihood enhancement. By synthesizing evidence on carbon credits and ecosystem service valuation, it contributes to the growing field of nature-based economic instruments for climate mitigation. The review provides a timely consolidation of global policies, methodological advancements, and economic implications, which can guide policymakers and practitioners working on sustainable agriculture. The topic aligns closely with ongoing international commitments such as the Paris Agreement and SDGs, making it valuable for both researchers and policy institutions.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is generally appropriate, concise, and reflective of the manuscript's scope.
Optional Alternative Suggestion:
 “Carbon Credits and Ecosystem Service Valuation for Sustainable Agriculture and Rural Livelihood Enhancement: A Global Review”
	

	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 and clearly summarizes the purpose, methods, key findings, and implications of the study.
Suggested improvements:

· Add 1–2 sentences explicitly stating the methodology (e.g., “This review synthesizes literature from 20XX–2025 across carbon markets, PES, and agricultural sustainability frameworks”).

· The abstract can better highlight the policy relevance and research gaps identified.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and well-structured. The arguments are supported by extensive and up-to-date literature. Concepts are accurately explained, and the review systematically connects carbon markets, PES, rural livelihoods, and sustainability outcomes. Figures and the table meaningfully contribute to conceptual clarity.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are abundant, relevant, and include recent works (2020–2025), meeting the journal’s requirements. They adequately support the discussion.
Optional suggestions for strengthening the literature:

· Add more references from well-known climate-policy journals such as Nature Climate Change, Global Environmental Change, or Ecological Economics for stronger theoretical grounding.

· A few key frameworks such as IPBES assessments or FAO carbon accounting guidelines could be included.
	

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


	The manuscript is written in clear, scholarly English with good coherence and academic style. Minor edits for conciseness and flow could improve readability, but overall the language quality is suitable for publication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· Consider adding a short methodological section explaining the literature search and inclusion criteria.

· The conclusion could be strengthened by highlighting specific actionable recommendations for policymakers.

· A brief section on limitations (e.g., availability of MRV data, regional biases in carbon studies) would make the review more balanced.

· Some long paragraphs can be split for better readability.
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