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Applicable


PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 addresses an important and timely issue concerning the contribution of livestock systems to climate change and the need for sustainable pathways toward low-emission animal agriculture. The topic is highly relevant to the scientific community because livestock production is directly linked with greenhouse gas emissions, food security, rural livelihoods, land use, and global climate policy. The review provides a broad synthesis of mitigation strategies, including feed-based interventions, manure management, genetic improvement, land management, sustainable intensification, dietary shifts, and policy approaches. Overall, the manuscript has value for researchers, policymakers, and animal agriculture stakeholders seeking integrated strategies to reduce emissions while maintaining productivity and socioeconomic relevance.
	




PART 2.1 (Objective Publication)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 – Excellent
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 – Good
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 – Excellent
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 – Excellent
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 – Excellent
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 – Excellent
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 – Good
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 – Good
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 – Good 5 – Excellent
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable

	4 – Good
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 – Excellent
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 – Excellent
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	5 – Excellent
	

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4 – Good
	




PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes. The title is suitable, clear, and directly reflects the scope of the manuscript. It effectively captures the major themes of livestock systems, climate change, sustainability, and low-emission animal agriculture.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes. The manuscript is scientifically sound and supported by relevant literature from recognized sources such as FAO, IPCC, PNAS, Science, Nature Climate Change, and other peer-reviewed journals. The discussion of enteric methane, manure management, land-use change, mitigation strategies, and demand-side interventions is generally accurate and well-supported. Minor improvement may be made by strengthening the comparative evaluation of different mitigation strategies in terms of feasibility, cost, adoption barriers, and regional applicability.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes. The manuscript is scientifically sound and supported by relevant literature from recognized sources such as FAO, IPCC, PNAS, Science, Nature Climate Change, and other peer-reviewed journals. The discussion of enteric methane, manure management, land-use change, mitigation strategies, and demand-side interventions is generally accurate and well-supported. Minor improvement may be made by strengthening the comparative evaluation of different mitigation strategies in terms of feasibility, cost, adoption barriers, and regional applicability.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes. The references are generally sufficient, relevant, and drawn from reputable peer-reviewed and institutional sources. The manuscript includes important foundational and recent references. However, the authors may consider adding a few more recent publications from 2023–2025, especially on emerging feed additives, methane inhibitors, alternative proteins, and updated livestock climate policy frameworks.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	No. No major ethical issues were identified. Since this is a review article and does not involve animal experimentation, human participants, or primary data collection, ethical approval does not appear to be required.
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