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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.

	
	

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

	
	

	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.

	
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	
	

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

	




	

	Optional/General comments

	

This paper is a review of the resilience of food systems under climate change stress. Based on what I have seen, the content is very interesting and I believe it deserves publication in an international journal. However, there are a few concerns, and I think it would be better if you clarified these points (by adding explanations to the manuscript). I recommend rewriting it, taking the following points into consideration:

- The reason for limiting the survey to papers published between 2000 and 2026 should be explained (it's unlikely that the reason was simply that there were too many papers matching the criteria).
- The text states that the paper is based on at least 15 papers, but this seems too few considering the broad scope of the paper's content. A potential concern for reviewers is that when multiple papers present conflicting opinions, the author might only adopt one of the opinions or only refer to the one paper that provides the most coherent argument. That point should be explained more in the main text.
- The English should be spell-checked again. At the very least, "synthesise(d)" and "synthesising" appear to be errors, and similar terms also seem to have errors.
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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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