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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	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.


	This manuscript addresses one of the most urgent challenges of the 21st century—climate change and its impact on agricultural production. By applying a Systematic Literature Review (SLR) approach, it synthesizes evidence from multiple regions, thereby providing a broader and comparative understanding of vulnerabilities and adaptation gaps across developing countries. The findings are valuable for policymakers, researchers, and development practitioners working on climate-resilient agriculture and rural livelihoods. Importantly, the study highlights not only biophysical challenges but also socio-economic consequences, underlining the need for holistic adaptation strategies that integrate technology, institutions, and social equity.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title, “Impact of Climate Change on Agricultural Production”, is clear but somewhat broad. Since the study uses a Systematic Literature Review (SLR) approach, you might consider refining it to reflect the methodology and scope. Suggested alternatives:

· “Climate Change and Agricultural Production: A Systematic Literature Review of Developing Country Evidence”

· “Impacts of Climate Change on Agricultural Productivity and Rural Livelihoods: A Systematic Review


	

	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 abstract is fairly comprehensive and covers the background, methodology, findings, and research gaps. However, I suggest the following improvements:

1. Briefly state the research objective/question at the beginning in a sharper way.

2. Add numerical highlights (e.g., “yield reductions of 5–30%”) earlier in the abstract for stronger impact.

3. Clarify the policy contribution (e.g., implications for adaptation frameworks or resilience-building).

4. Consider trimming slightly repetitive phrases to keep it concise.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript appears scientifically correct, with well-structured arguments, proper use of the PRISMA protocol, and synthesis of cross-country studies. The linkage between climate change, agricultural productivity, household income, and social inequality is well established. However, some sections could benefit from more quantitative synthesis (meta-analysis style), as currently it reads more descriptively.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient, diverse, and fairly recent (2020–2025, with several 2023–2024 citations).

  A few more recent systematic reviews/meta-analyses (e.g., from Nature Climate Change or Global Environmental Change) could be cited to strengthen context.

  Since adaptation and resilience are emphasized, works on climate-smart agriculture frameworks (FAO, IPCC AR6) could also be incorporated for balance.


	

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


	The English is generally clear and suitable for scholarly communication. Minor edits may be needed for grammar, sentence flow, and redundancy reduction (e.g., “systematic and standardized scientific approach” could be simplified). A professional proofreading pass would further improve readability.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The PRISMA flow diagram is included but may need formatting refinement to avoid repetition.

Consider reorganizing the Results and Discussion to separate “quantitative evidence” (percentages, yield losses) from “policy and social implications” for better clarity.

The conclusion is strong, but could explicitly state the contribution of this review (e.g., highlighting how it differs from existing reviews).
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