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	Author’s Feedback (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 article addresses a growing and urgent concern about the impact of abiotic stress on agriculture, especially in light of climate change and global warming. It highlights that the global average temperature has increased by 0.7°C since 2005 and could rise by up to 2.6°C, predicting droughts and floods, making this a topic of extreme importance for food security and conservation.
The paper discusses the influence of multiple environmental factors on flowering, including high temperature, drought, flooding, and elevated CO2 (eCO2). This comprehensive approach allows for a holistic understanding of how various stresses impact plant phenology.
This is very interesting

The article's greatest strengths lie in its comprehensive and integrative nature, combining molecular, physiological, and ecological aspects of the impacts of abiotic stress on flowering, highlighting the urgency of the topic and offering insights for future research and conservation strategies. Its main "limitation" is inherent in its review format, which relies on synthesizing existing knowledge rather than generating primary data.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	yes it is suitable

	

	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.


	the summary is adequate and covers the main points of the work

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	es, the manuscript is scientifically correct.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references listed in the text are presented in the bibliographic references section of the article and They are all enough


	

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


	yes
	

	Optional/General comments


	A very interesting point is the identification of unresolved challenges: The article itself highlights the "synchronization of phenological events, such as flowering, ripening, and yield," as a "significant barrier to assessing climate change and variability." This indicates that, despite the extensive research reviewed, there is still a serious challenge in predicting and fully understanding these complex events under future climate scenarios. While highlighting knowledge gaps is a merit for a review article, it also reflects the incompleteness of current understanding in the field
The authors discuss the impacts at a more general level. Although they cite examples of specific plants (such as Arabidopsis, soybeans, Asteraceae, Thymus capitatus, and pumpkins), the depth of discussion for each species or for each stress-response interaction varied.

We suggest that this point be taken into account and efforts made to improve it.

Article Revision: Manuscript Number: 2025_IJECC_141232 

This article reviews the impacts of abiotic stress on flowering responses in plants, focusing on how climate change affects crucial processes for reproduction and the interaction between plants and pollinators. This is extremely relevant because it addresses a global issue, namely the effects of climate change on agriculture. 

Points That Can Be Considered Limitations or "Weaknesses" 

1. Nature of the Review (Absence of Primary Data): As a review article, its main inherent "limitation" is the absence of new experimental data or primary research. The work does not present data collection methodologies or results from experiments conducted by the authors themselves. Instead, it relies on the synthesis and interpretation of studies already published by others. While this is an expected characteristic of a review and not a "flaw" per se, it means that the article does not contribute original empirical evidence to the field. 
2. Identification of Unresolved Challenges: The article itself points out the "synchronization of phenological events, such as flowering, maturation, and yield," as a "significant barrier for the assessment of climate change and variability." This indicates that, despite the vast research reviewed, there is still a serious challenge in predicting and fully understanding these complex events in future climate scenarios. While highlighting knowledge gaps is a merit for a review article, it also reflects the incompleteness of current understanding in the field. 
3. Generality in Certain Aspects: Given the vast range of stresses, mechanisms, and interactions addressed, the article sometimes discusses impacts at a more general level. Although it cites examples of specific plants (such as Arabidopsis, soybean, Asteraceae, Thymus capitatus, pumpkins), the depth of discussion for each species or for each stress-response interaction may vary. 
4. AI and Conflict of Interest Statements (Notifications Only): The "DISCLAIMER (ARTIFICIAL INTELLIGENCE)" and "COMPETING INTERESTS" sections are not scientific weaknesses of the work's content. The declaration that generative AI technologies were not used is a statement of academic integrity by the authors. Similarly, the declaration that there are no conflicting interests is a standard ethical practice in scientific publishing. Both are important notifications for transparency but do not indicate a failure in the rigor or findings of the study. 

In summary, the article's major strengths lie in its comprehensive and integrative nature, which combines molecular, physiological, and ecological aspects of abiotic stress impacts on flowering, emphasizing the urgency of the topic and offering perspectives for future research and conservation strategies. Its main "limitation" is inherent to its review format, which relies on the synthesis of existing knowledge rather than generating primary data. 

However, this is inherent to review work. There are no corrections to be made, just reflection. And the fact that the authors present the state of the art on such an important subject is quite interesting in itself.
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