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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 paper makes a timely and substantive contribution to the scientific community by synthesizing a rapidly expanding but often fragmented body of evidence on natural farming within a clear agroecological framework. By critically examining the system’s core principles, bio-inputs, and field-level management practices, the paper helps connect traditional practice-based knowledge with contemporary soil, crop, and environmental sciences in a way that is useful for research and evaluation. It is especially important because it does not present natural farming as universally optimal, but instead discusses both the demonstrated benefits and observed constraints, including yield variability during transition periods, concerns about nutrient sufficiency, and practical questions about scalability across different regions.

The paper also strengthens scientific discussion by emphasizing systems-based assessment, bringing together soil health indicators, biological processes, farm economics, and resilience outcomes rather than focusing only on short-term yield comparisons. By identifying evidence gaps and calling for rigorous, multi-location, long-term validation of key interventions, it provides a concrete research agenda for scientists working in agronomy, soil microbiology, ecology, and sustainability science. In doing so, the paper provides a credible foundation for designing future experiments, refining natural farming protocols for various agroecological zones, and informing policy decisions with a more balanced and evidence-based perspective.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is suitable. It is clear, readable, and immediately tells the reader what the paper is about (natural farming) and why it matters (sustainable agriculture). That said, “A New Paradigm” is a strong claim for a review paper and can read as promotional unless the paper explicitly demonstrates novelty beyond existing agroecology and organic systems. If you want a more strictly scientific tone, you could tighten it to reflect what the paper actually does: synthesize evidence, assess outcomes, and discuss adoption challenges (especially in India).

	

	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 of the paper is largely comprehensive and succeeds in summarizing the study's scope, intent, and key findings in a clear and coherent manner. It clearly defines natural farming, outlines its core components, and explains the agronomic and ecological rationale behind the approach. The abstract effectively highlights the major themes, including soil health, crop productivity, nutrient and pest management, and economic outcomes, which align with the main sections of the paper. It also acknowledges important limitations, such as yield variability, nitrogen adequacy, and scalability challenges, which strengthen its scientific balance and credibility. By referencing empirical evidence and policy relevance, the abstract conveys both practical and research significance. However, it could be further strengthened by briefly clarifying the review methodology and explicitly stating the geographical focus earlier for added precision. Even so, the abstract provides readers with a well-rounded understanding of the paper’s contributions and prepares them effectively for the detailed analysis presented in the main text.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is broadly scientifically sound in its explanation of natural farming as an agroecological, biology-driven system, and in noting that outcomes vary by crop, soil, and transition stage. However, it is not fully scientifically reliable as written. Some quantitative claims and program/funding figures appear inconsistent, and a few strong statements are presented too definitively without clearly traceable evidence. The reference quality is uneven, with some citations incomplete or hard to verify. Additionally, the paper is presented as a review but includes a “Results and Discussion” section with specific yield outcomes that could be interpreted as original findings; these must be clearly attributed to published sources, or the manuscript requires a proper methods section and should be framed as original research.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are a mixed set, and they are not uniformly recent. The manuscript cites multiple works published before 2016, alongside newer citations from 2018–2025, so the bibliography does not meet a strict modern-only expectation. While older sources can be suitable for historical framing and foundational concepts, several core scientific statements in the paper would be strengthened if they were grounded in more recent peer-reviewed reviews, meta-analyses, and long-term field studies.

In terms of sufficiency, the list covers many relevant themes, but some parts would benefit from tighter, more verifiable sourcing. Quantitative claims, policy funding figures, and highly specific efficacy statements should be supported by recent, traceable primary documents or high-quality syntheses. Weaker or hard-to-locate references should be replaced. Strengthening the reference base with post-2016 authoritative sources would improve credibility, reduce ambiguity, and make the paper feel more evidence-driven rather than narrative-driven.


	

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


	The language and English quality of the article are adequate for scholarly communication, but they require revision to meet the standards of a high-quality academic journal. The writing is generally clear, and the scientific intent is consistently understandable throughout the paper, indicating a solid command of technical terminology and subject matter. However, the manuscript contains frequent grammatical errors, inconsistent tense usage, and awkward sentence constructions that interrupt flow and reduce precision. There are also instances of repetition, overly long sentences, and informal or promotional phrasing that are not ideal for academic prose. In several sections, clarity could be improved by tightening expressions, standardizing terminology, and correcting minor syntax and punctuation errors. With careful language editing and stylistic refinement, the manuscript could reach a level fully appropriate for formal scholarly publication.


	

	Optional/General comments


	The paper addresses an important and timely topic, with a clear intent to synthesize evidence on natural farming practices, outcomes, and constraints. It would be stronger if the scope and positioning were tightened early, including an explicit statement that it is a review, the geographical focus (India), and how evidence was selected and assessed. Several sections read as a mixture of review narrative and “how-to” guidance; consider separating practice descriptions from the evidence summary so the scholarly contribution remains central. The internal consistency of numbers and tables should be checked carefully, and every quantitative claim should be traceable to a high-quality, verifiable source. Where evidence is mixed or context-dependent (especially in terms of yields, nutrient adequacy, and pest control), the language should be more conditional and specific about where, when, and for which crops the outcomes apply. The reference list would benefit from standardization, removal of weak or hard-to-verify items, and heavier reliance on recent peer-reviewed syntheses and authoritative institutional reports. Finally, the manuscript requires a thorough language edit to ensure grammatical accuracy, concision, and academic tone, including reducing repetition and simplifying complex sentences. With these revisions, the paper could become a more rigorous and publishable review that is useful to both researchers and policymakers..
The manuscript addresses a relevant and timely topic with clear implications for sustainable agriculture and agroecological research. It demonstrates substantial effort in compiling information on natural farming practices, outcomes, and policy relevance, particularly in the Indian context. However, the paper requires significant refinement before it can be considered for publication. Key concerns include inconsistent quantitative statements, uneven reference quality, and ambiguity in whether the manuscript is intended as a review or includes original research findings. The language and structure also require improvement to meet scholarly standards, with clearer attribution of evidence, more cautious interpretation of results, and a more refined academic tone. Strengthening the methodological framing of the review, updating and standardizing references, and revising the manuscript for clarity and precision would substantially enhance its scientific rigor and credibility.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No
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