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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.


	This manuscript is important to the scientific community because it brings together two critical and often separately discussed approaches—pesticide-free crop agriculture and climate-smart agriculture—within a single integrated review framework. By focusing on developing countries, the article addresses regions most vulnerable to climate change, food insecurity and environmental degradation, thereby filling a relevant research and policy gap. The review synthesizes existing evidence on benefits, challenges and barriers to adoption, offering valuable insights for researchers, policy makers and development practitioners working on sustainable agriculture. In addition, the discussion about the connection between pesticide-free practices and climate-smart strategies contributes to promoting comprehensive and interdisciplinary perspectives in research on the sustainability of agriculture.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title of the article is suitable. The title is informative, relevant, and appropriate for an academic audience interested in sustainable agriculture, climate change adaptation, and food security.

Optional alternative title:
Pesticide-Free Crop Agriculture and Climate-Smart Agriculture in Developing Countries: A Review of Practices, Challenges, and Prospects


	

	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.


	Yes, the abstract is generally comprehensive and clearly summarizes the purpose, methodology, key findings and conclusions of the article. It effectively highlights the importance of pesticide-free crop agriculture and climate-smart agriculture (CSA) in developing countries, the main challenges to adoption and the overall policy relevance of the review. However, a few improvements have been suggested to improve clarity and completeness. First, the abstract can briefly specify the scope of the document review, such as the types of sources considered (eg, peer-reviewed articles, FAO, World Bank reports) and the general time frame covered. Second, the link between pesticide-free agriculture and CSA, which is an important contribution of the article, could be mentioned more explicitly as a key result of the review. Finally, some minor repetitions regarding the "need for adoption" could be reduced to make the abstract more concise and focused. Overall, no major deletions are necessary, but adding these clarifications would strengthen the abstract and improve its scientific rigor.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound and largely correct in its concepts, arguments and use of existing literature. The definitions and explanations of pesticide-free crop agriculture and climate-smart agriculture (CSA) are consistent with widely accepted frameworks from recognized sources such as FAO, IPCC and peer-reviewed studies. The discussion about the effects of climate change, food security challenges and the role of CSA and pesticide-free practices in developing countries is well in line with current scientific understanding. However, some minor scientific and technical improvements are recommended. A few statistics and projections (eg, population growth, yield loss, and percentages) would benefit from clearer attribution and consistent citation formatting. In addition, some sections could be strengthened by more critical comparison of findings across studies rather than descriptive reporting alone. Addressing these issues would further increase the scientific rigor and credibility of the manuscript, but they do not undermine its overall scientific validity.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references in the manuscript are generally sufficient, up-to-date and relevant to the topics of pesticide-free agriculture and climate-smart agriculture in developing countries, including scientific articles, reports from recognized organizations and basic sources. Most references are recent (2018–2024), while older sources provide an appropriate conceptual basis. However, there are formatting issues: three references are numbered at the same time, and some references in the text appear in red, which should be corrected. It is recommended to fix the numbering and formatting of citations and to include more recent systematic reviews or meta-analyses from 2022–2024 to strengthen the scientific basis of the manuscript.
	

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


	The language and English quality of the article is generally understandable and suitable for scholarly communication, as the key ideas, arguments and findings are clearly communicated. The manuscript uses appropriate academic vocabulary and follows a logical structure that allows readers to follow the discussion. However, the paper would benefit from careful language editing to meet high international journal standards. There are instances of grammatical errors, awkward sentence constructions, repetition, inconsistent use of time and minor typographical errors. Some sentences are too long and can be simplified for clarity and readability. Therefore, professional English language editing or thorough proofreading by a native or skilled academic English speaker is recommended to improve fluency, precision and overall presentation.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. Clarity of research gap and objectives 

The manuscript addresses an important and timely topic; however, the research gap in the introduction should be stated more explicitly. While the background on pesticide-free agriculture and climate-smart agriculture (CSA) is well developed, the authors should more clearly articulate the specific gaps in existing review studies that this paper aims to address, particularly regarding their integration and relevance to developing countries.

2. Methodology (Document review approach) 

The document review method is appropriate for the study’s objectives. However, the methods section would benefit from more detail about the selection criteria for the reviewed documents. The authors should clarify the databases consulted, the time frame of the literature reviewed, the inclusion and exclusion criteria, and how key themes were identified and synthesized. Strengthening this section would improve the transparency and reproducibility of the review.

3. Depth of analysis and interpretation 

The manuscript provides a comprehensive descriptive overview of pesticide-free crop agriculture and CSA. However, the analysis could be strengthened by moving beyond description to a more critical synthesis. For example, contrasting findings across regions or highlighting inconsistencies, trade-offs, or unresolved debates in the literature would add analytical depth and scholarly value.

4. Integration with existing literature 

Although the paper cites a wide range of relevant sources, the connection between the reviewed findings and existing literature could be made more explicit. When discussing challenges such as finance, land tenure, and farmers’ education, the authors are encouraged to compare how these issues manifest across different developing regions (e.g., Sub-Saharan Africa versus South Asia).

5. Nexus between pesticide-free agriculture and CSA 

The section on the nexus between pesticide-free agriculture and CSA is a key strength of the manuscript. However, this section could be further improved by including a conceptual framework or summary table that clearly illustrates the overlaps, synergies, and potential trade-offs between the two approaches.

6. Policy implications and recommendations 

The conclusions and recommendations are relevant but could place greater emphasis on long-term policy strategies. The authors are encouraged to translate their findings into more concrete policy implications for governments, extension systems, and international development agencies, especially regarding institutional support, incentive mechanisms, and market development for pesticide-free products.

7. Language and presentation 

The manuscript is generally readable and logically organized. However, minor language editing is needed to improve fluency, reduce repetition, and correct grammatical and typographical errors. Consistency in terminology, headings, and references should also be ensured.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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