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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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.

	The manuscript presents high scientific relevance by addressing the climate-food nexus from a systemic "farm-to-fork" perspective, integrating production, supply chains, consumption, and governance.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	Reconfiguring Food Systems under Climate Pressure: Supply Chains, Emissions, and Resilience in the Climate-Food Nexus.
	

	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.

	He can begin the summary: This review addresses the gap between production-focused and system-wide analyses of food systems under climate change…
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	The manuscript is scientifically sound, as it presents theoretical coherence, appropriate use of classic and recent literature, and good interdisciplinary articulation. However, I felt that an article with this level of writing lacked a meta-analysis, modeling, and comparative quantification.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The references are based on a well-selected international database, including high-impact journals (Nature Food, Science, etc.) and updates until 2025. However, it could also include articles published in Latin America, focusing on Amazonian topics such as agroecological systems.
	

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

	
The academic level is satisfactory, as it demonstrates coherence and fluency in language appropriate for international publication.



	

	Optional/General comments

	
The article is satisfactory as a conceptual review, but, it is necessary to explain the problem well, as well as propose operational solutions.


	















	PART  2: 


	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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

No relevant ethical problems were identified.
	




	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	Not evidenced.
	



	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	Unidentified.
	






	PART  3: Declaration of Competing Interest of the Reviewer:


	Here reviewer should declare his/her competing interest. If nothing to declare he/she can write “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer”

I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer.





	PART  4: Objective Evaluation:


	Guideline
	MARKS of this  manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 
( Highest: 10  Lowest: 0 )

Guideline: 
Accept As It Is: (>9-10)
Minor Revision: (>8-9)
Major Revision: (>7-8)
Serious Major revision: (>5-7)
Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)
Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
	7.5
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