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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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 is important for the scientific community because it consolidates a rapidly expanding and fragmented literature on climate-related financial risk into a single, coherent macro-financial narrative. By mapping how physical and transition risks propagate through balance sheets, credit markets, and expectations into investment, output, and financial stability, it helps researchers and policymakers speak a common analytical language and identify where evidence is strongest and where key gaps remain. The review also highlights why climate shocks can behave like systemic shocks amplified by financial interconnections and feedback loops thereby motivating more realistic modeling, stress-testing, and empirical identification strategies. Overall, the paper provides a useful synthesis that can guide future research agendas and support more informed climate-risk management in central banking, supervision, and macroeconomic policy.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title “Climate Change as a Source of Financial and Macroeconomic Risk” is generally suitable because it is clear, accurate, and matches the manuscript’s core focus on climate-related risk transmission from finance to the macroeconomy. 


That said, because the paper is explicitly a review, the title could be slightly improved by signaling this (and/or emphasizing “macro-financial linkages” or “transmission channels”) to better set reader expectations. 

Optional alternative titles (minor refinements):

· Climate Change, Financial Risk, and Macroeconomic Stability: A Review

· Macro-Financial Transmission of Climate Risk: A Review of the Evidence

· From Climate Shocks to Macroeconomic Outcomes: Financial Risk Channels and Policy Responses

· Climate-Related Financial Risks and Their Macroeconomic Consequences: A Conceptual 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 generally comprehensive because it motivates the reason why climate change matters for the economy and frames the work as a review connecting climate-related risks to financial stability and macroeconomic outcomes, but it would be stronger with slightly more precision and polishing. Adding one short sentence that explicitly lists the main organizing elements (e.g., physical risk, transition risk, and expectations/information channels, followed by financial-system amplification and policy implications) would make the roadmap clearer. It would also help to remove or revise informal phrasing (such as “in a big way”), tighten any repetitive wording, and correct punctuation/formatting artifacts (e.g., “climate, related,” “system, wide,” “long, term”) to improve readability and professionalism.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the manuscript appears scientifically sound at the conceptual level: it accurately frames climate change as creating physical and transition risks that can affect asset values, credit conditions, and financial stability, and it discusses plausible macro-financial transmission channels consistent with mainstream research and policy frameworks. That said, because this is a narrative review, “scientific correctness” mainly depends on whether each claim is properly supported by the cited literature and whether the citations are accurate and consistent. In its current form, there are some reference inconsistencies (e.g., in-text years that do not match the reference list, such as Bansal et al. and Pankratz et al.), which should be corrected to ensure that statements are traceable and verifiable. I therefore view the manuscript as largely correct, with the caveat that it needs minor technical fixes in citations/formatting and a quick check that key claims are backed by the right sources.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are generally sufficient and reasonably recent for a narrative review. The list contains several core papers in climate finance and macro-climate economics, and it includes multiple 2023 entries plus 2024 and 2025 items, which indicates good recency. That said, the bibliography is not very large for a broad review (it reads like a selective set), so adding a few “anchor” references would improve coverage and make the paper feel more definitive. Also, please double-check citation–reference consistency (some in-text years appear not to match the reference list), because that affects traceability.

Suggested additional references to strengthen the review (high impact, widely used):

· NGFS climate scenarios (latest release/version) to support the scenario/stress-testing discussion and provide a standard reference point for transition/physical pathways. NGFS+1
· IPCC AR6 Synthesis Report (2023) as the authoritative scientific baseline for physical risk and impact pathways. IPCC+2IPCC+2
· Bank of England CBES results (published May 24, 2022) as a flagship example of system-wide climate scenario analysis for banks/insurers. Bank of England+1
· ECB 2022 climate stress test report (July 8, 2022) and ECB good practices for climate stress testing (Jan 2023) to ground the supervision/stress-testing discussion in major official outputs. European Banking Authority+1
· Optionally, ECB Economic Bulletin box on the 2022 Eurosystem balance sheet climate stress test (Issue 2/2023) if the manuscript discusses central bank balance sheet exposure. European Central Bank
If the authors add these, the reference set will look both more complete (covering the main institutional baselines used by researchers) and more up to date, without expanding the bibliography excessively.


	

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


	The English is generally understandable, and the overall structure reads like a scholarly review; however, the manuscript would benefit from professional copyediting before publication.

The main issue is frequent punctuation/formatting artifacts that interrupt academic readability (e.g., compound terms appearing as “climate, related,” “system, wide,” “long, term,” “macro, financial,” “low, carbon,” “carbon, intensive”), which should be standardized to normal scholarly forms (climate-related, system-wide, long-term, macro-financial, low-carbon, carbon-intensive). In addition, there are a few awkward or wordy sentences that would read more professionally if tightened (particularly in transitions and policy-oriented statements), and consistency in hyphenation and style should be improved across sections. Overall: acceptable with minor language revisions, but not yet fully polished for final scholarly communication.


	

	Optional/General comments


	N/A
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No
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