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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

	


1. The manuscript is suitable for the book’s scope in terms of relevance and timeliness. The topic of the climate–agriculture nexus is highly significant and aligns well with current global concerns on sustainability, food security, and environmental change. The chapter provides a comprehensive narrative synthesis of existing literature. However, the work is primarily descriptive and review-based, with limited critical synthesis and theoretical integration. A clearer articulation of the conceptual contribution would strengthen its academic value.

2. The methodology for literature selection is generally described, including databases, keywords, and inclusion/exclusion criteria. However, the approach remains closer to a narrative review than a fully systematic review. The absence of a formal analytical framework, coding strategy, or synthesis method (e.g., thematic analysis, meta-analysis, or structured review protocol) reduces the methodological rigor. Strengthening the transparency and reproducibility of the review process would improve the scientific robustness of the chapter.

3. The manuscript presents numerous quantitative claims (e.g., percentage yield declines, emission shares, sequestration potentials), most of which are supported by citations. However, some statements would benefit from clearer contextualisation, such as specifying geographical scope, temporal scale, or variability ranges. In some sections, numerical values are presented without sufficient critical discussion of uncertainty or differences across studies, which may give an impression of overgeneralisation.

4. The Discussion (embedded across sections rather than as a distinct section) demonstrates strong coverage of existing literature but remains largely summarative. There is limited critical comparison between different perspectives, approaches, or regions. The chapter would benefit from deeper analytical engagement—particularly in comparing adaptation strategies, evaluating trade-offs (e.g., agroecology vs. intensification), and highlighting contradictions or debates within the literature.

5. The conclusion effectively synthesises key findings and highlights policy implications, adaptation pathways, and equity concerns. It is well-written and coherent. However, it does not explicitly articulate the chapter’s theoretical or conceptual contribution. Clarifying how this review advances existing knowledge (e.g., proposing an integrated framework, redefining the climate–agriculture nexus, or identifying new research paradigms) would significantly enhance its scholarly contribution.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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