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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.
	The manuscript tackles an important question in current research on agricultural and food systems – does short SFCs lead to better farmer livelihoods, resilience and building sustainable local markets? One of its advantages is that it does not assume that geographical proximity is synonymous with economic, environmental or social superiority. The review is based on the synthesis of evidence related to farmer income, labour remuneration, farmer resilience, environmental performance, public procurement, farmer collective logistics and territorial development. This innovative approach to defining gross sales, net income, adaptive capacity and demonstrated resilience, as well as defining local economic activity and further welfare makes it well suited for researchers and policy makers who are assessing alternative food systems.
	


PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)
	

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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 = Excellent
The title accurately identifies SFSCs and the three principal analytical dimensions : farmer income, resilience, and sustainable market development.
	

	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 = Excellent
It contains purpose, review approach, evidence scope, principal findings, interpretive framework, limitations, and research priorities.
	

	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 = Excellent
Keywords appropriately cover direct marketing, CSA, labour remuneration, territorial development, resilience, procurement, and logistics
	.

	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 = Excellent
The Introduction progresses from the conceptual origin of SFSCs to the “local trap,” economic measurement problems, resilience, and territorial effects.
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 = Excellent
Section 1.1 explicitly identifies the scope, research gap, and objectives.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 = Excellent
The literature is strongly aligned with the review questions and covers multiple dimensions of SFSC performance.
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 = Excellent
Literature extends to 1 August 2026, including several 2024–2026 publications.
	

	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 = Satisfactory
Databases, search concepts, eligibility criteria, screening, duplicate handling, and appraisal are described, but complete database-specific strategies, screening totals, and a flow diagram are absent.
	

	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
	5 = Excellent
One of the manuscript's strongest features; it repeatedly distinguishes association from causality and interrogates measurement boundaries and counterfactuals.
	

	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
	5 = Excellent
Section 9 provides extensive future directions, including longitudinal farm accounts, time-use analysis, shock-specific studies, and whole-chain environmental assessments.
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 = Excellent
Conclusions are consistent with the evidence synthesized throughout the manuscript and appropriately cautious.
	

	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 = Excellent
Section 11 explicitly acknowledges narrative-review bias, single-reviewer screening, geographic imbalance, language limitations, evidence heterogeneity, and lack of quantitative synthesis
	.

	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 = Excellent
References are overwhelmingly peer-reviewed journal publications from established journals and include both seminal and recent literature.
	

	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
	4 = Good
Scientifically strong and precise, but several sections contain long, dense paragraphs and repeated conceptual qualifications that reduce readability.
	


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
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, with methodological reservations regarding literature-selection reproducibility.
The manuscript has a significant scholarly value and is written with a high degree of textual sensitivity to the varied SFSC evidence. The main disadvantage is that literature selected for this review is not highly reproducible to support such broad conclusions about evidence. Lack of screening numbers, full search string in the database, evidence quality assessment, and study-selection flow reduces the methodological transparency. On the other hand, extended scope leads to repetition in the economic, resilience, environmental, institutional and integrated-synthesis sections.

These are significant problems but not fatal.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	No substantive research-ethics issue is apparent from the manuscript.
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