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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.


	This manuscript makes an important contribution to the scientific community by providing empirical, village-level evidence on how Local Ecological Knowledge (LEK) supports climate change adaptation among smallholder farmers in a highly climate-vulnerable context. By integrating quantitative statistical analyses with rich qualitative insights, the study demonstrates that LEK is not only culturally embedded but also functionally effective in enhancing agricultural resilience and productivity. The findings help bridge the gap between indigenous knowledge systems and formal climate adaptation frameworks, which remains underexplored in many developing-country contexts. Overall, the study offers valuable insights for researchers, policymakers, and practitioners seeking to design inclusive and context-specific climate adaptation strategies that combine local knowledge with scientific approaches.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Here is an alternative title: Local Ecological Knowledge and Climate Change Adaptation among Smallholder Farmers in Mbereshi Village, Mwansabombwe District (Zambia)
	

	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 generally comprehensive and well structured, as it clearly presents the study objectives, research design, analytical methods, key findings, and conclusions. It effectively highlights the importance of Local Ecological Knowledge (LEK) in climate change adaptation, as well as its contribution to agricultural productivity and environmental sustainability.

However, the abstract could be strengthened by briefly reporting key quantitative results from the statistical analyses. In particular, it would be useful to mention that age and farming experience were significant predictors of LEK use in the multiple regression model, and that farmers’ perceptions of changes in major climate variables were statistically significant based on the Chi-square test. Including one concise sentence summarizing these results would improve the analytical clarity of the abstract and better reflect the empirical strength of the study. Additionally, a brief acknowledgment of the case-study scope as a limitation could further enhance its academic balance.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the manuscript addresses an important topic and the study design (mixed methods) is appropriate. However, several scientific and structural issues need to be corrected to improve rigor, clarity, and manuscript organization.

First, the Discussion section remains limited because it relies on a small number of scientific references to interpret and compare the findings with existing literature. In many parts, the discussion repeats the results instead of critically interpreting them and positioning them within broader peer-reviewed evidence. Moreover, interview quotations are used extensively to “discuss” the results, whereas most of these quotations should primarily be presented in the Results section (qualitative findings), and the Discussion should focus on interpretation, explanation, and implications supported by literature.

Second, the Results section contains too many descriptive tables that could be moved to Supplementary Material (e.g., detailed frequency outputs, “valid/missing” tables, and redundant descriptive summaries). The main text should prioritize the key results only, while keeping secondary descriptive outputs in supplements. Similarly, for the regression analysis, the manuscript should report the essential statistics (coefficients, significance, model fit) clearly in the Results, but avoid excessive repetition of SPSS output tables.

Third, the Methods section contains an overly long literature review about the instruments and their validity/reliability. The methods should be described exhaustively but concisely, focusing on what was done in this study (study design, sampling, tools, procedures, reliability checks, analysis workflow) rather than extensive general background.

Finally, an important methodological component is missing: the description of the study area. The manuscript should include a clear “Study Area” subsection (with a location map) and present the main biophysical and socio-economic context relevant to farming and climate risks.

To strengthen scientific correctness and readability, I recommend reorganizing the Materials and Methods section as: (1) Study area (including a map), (2) Data collection methods (with a concise description of instruments), (3) Data analysis (quantitative and qualitative), and (4) Ethical considerations. With these revisions, the manuscript will be more scientifically robust and better aligned with journal standards.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally sufficient, relevant to the topic, and include recent literature. However, there are important formatting and consistency issues that should be corrected before publication. In particular, some citations use abbreviations instead of the full institutional author name (e.g., “ADB et al., 2003”), whereas the correct form should be written in full (e.g., African Development Bank, 2003). In addition, parts of the reference list appear in bold, although the journal’s reference formatting guidelines do not require (and typically discourage) bold text in references.

Overall, once these formatting issues are corrected and reference style is standardized consistently throughout the manuscript, the bibliography will be appropriate for scholarly communication.


	

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


	Yes, the language and English quality of the article are generally suitable for scholarly communication. The manuscript is clear and understandable, and the key ideas are well conveyed.
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