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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 review manuscript addresses a topic of high and growing relevance for the scientific community working at the intersection of climate change mitigation, agricultural sustainability, and livestock production. The global dairy sector contributes substantially to anthropogenic greenhouse gas emissions—particularly methane from enteric fermentation and nitrous oxide from manure management—while simultaneously underpinning nutrition security and rural livelihoods for millions of households worldwide. By synthesising evidence across enteric methane mitigation, manure management, carbon sequestration, precision livestock farming, genetic improvement, animal welfare under climate stress, and policy instruments, the paper provides an integrative framework that is valuable for researchers, extension specialists, and policymakers who must navigate the “triple win” objectives of climate-smart agriculture. The explicit linkage between animal welfare and emissions intensity is particularly timely, as heat stress and disease-related productivity losses are expected to intensify under projected warming scenarios. For readers of the International Journal of Environment and Climate Change, this manuscript offers a coherent, evidence-based overview of feasible mitigation pathways and implementation barriers, thereby supporting informed debate on how the dairy sector can contribute to Paris Agreement targets without neglecting equity across diverse farming systems.
	




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
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	

	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
	

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

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

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

	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
	3
	

	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
	

	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
	

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

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	5
	




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 accurately reflects the scope and integrative nature of the review. It clearly signals the three pillars addressed throughout the manuscript—productivity, welfare, and emissions reduction—within the climate-smart dairy framing. No change is necessary, although the authors may optionally add a geographic qualifier (e.g., “global” or “temperate and subtropical systems”) if they wish to align the title more closely with the stated scope in Section 1.1.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The abstract effectively summarises the dual challenge facing the dairy sector, defines climate-smart dairy farming, outlines the five thematic domains covered, reports the indicative mitigation potential (20–50% GHG intensity reduction), acknowledges implementation barriers (policy, finance, regional adaptation), highlights welfare–climate synergies, and states remaining knowledge gaps. It is well structured and suitable for indexing. A minor optional improvement would be to add one sentence explicitly stating the review type (narrative synthesis) and primary geographic/system focus to set reader expectations from the outset.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, overall the manuscript is scientifically sound and aligns with authoritative sources (IPCC, FAO, peer-reviewed meta-analyses and landmark experimental studies). Major claims—such as the relative contribution of enteric fermentation, GWP values for CH₄ and N₂O, the efficacy of 3-NOP, AD mitigation ranges, and heat-stress impacts—are supported by appropriate citations. The authors appropriately note contested emission estimates and the distinction between emissions intensity and absolute emissions. For greater precision, the authors are encouraged to: (i) consistently specify whether mitigation figures refer to yield-scaled (per kg FPCM), per animal, or per farm emissions; (ii) qualify the 20–50% reduction range with clearer attribution to specific intervention bundles and system types, as portfolio effects are not always additive; and (iii) update or nuance statements on regulatory approval of 3-NOP and EU policy instruments if newer policy documents are available at revision stage.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The reference list draws predominantly on high-quality peer-reviewed journals and authoritative grey literature from FAO, IPCC, and the European Commission. Foundational works (e.g., Gerber et al., 2013; Capper et al., 2009) are appropriately balanced with recent advances (e.g., Arndt et al., 2022; Beauchemin et al., 2020). To strengthen geographic and developmental equity, the authors should consider adding more literature from tropical and smallholder dairy systems in South Asia, sub-Saharan Africa, and Latin America—regions acknowledged as having high emissions intensity and rapid sector growth but comparatively underrepresented in the empirical evidence base cited. Additional recent systematic reviews on rumen modifiers, PLF adoption barriers, and agricultural carbon market integrity would further reinforce Sections 4, 7, and 9.
	

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

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

	NO. This is a narrative review synthesising published literature and policy documents; it does not report primary human or animal experimentation requiring ethics approval. No ethical concerns were identified regarding data fabrication, plagiarism, or inappropriate citation practices based on the content provided.
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