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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 manuscript addresses a scientifically relevant and globally important topic, namely the impacts of climate change on viticulture systems and the adaptation/mitigation strategies available to maintain grape productivity and wine quality. The topic is timely due to increasing global concern regarding temperature rise, water scarcity, extreme climatic events, and their consequences for perennial cropping systems. The chapter successfully compiles a broad range of literature related to grapevine physiology, phenology, yield responses, and management adaptation strategies. However, while the topic is highly important, the manuscript currently functions more as a descriptive narrative summary than as a rigorous critical scientific review.
	


PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)
	

	
	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
	4


	

	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
	3

	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	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
	1
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	2
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	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
	1
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	3
	


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.
	The title is relevant and generally clear. However, “Adaptation and Mitigation Strategies” is the correct phrasing instead of “Adaptive and Mitigation Strategies.”
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	-The abstract summarizes the manuscript adequately, but lacks precision regarding methodology and a clearer articulation of novelty. The abstract should be revised to improve scientific clarity and clearly define the manuscript’s objective and briefly highlighting the main knowledge gaps and practical implications identified through the review.
-Keywords are relevant and aligned with the manuscript scope. Some additional terms, such as “heat stress,” “grape quality,” or “carbon sequestration,” may improve discoverability.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The manuscript addresses scientifically valid concepts and cites generally credible literature. However, the authors should critically evaluate the literature rather than primarily summarizing it. The manuscript should critically compare: conflicting outcomes, methodological differences, cultivar-dependent responses, environmental interactions, and unresolved uncertainties. A review article should synthesize evidence, not merely summarize it. A comprehensive revision of both scientific content and language is advised to improve clarity, precision, and academic rigor. English editing is highly recommended.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	The reference list includes both classical foundational studies and recent publications, including 2024–2025 sources, which strengthens topical relevance. However, formatting consistency should be checked carefully.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	No, however, plagiarism screening is still recommended.
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