


Review Form-2
	[bookmark: _GoBack]

	Journal Name:
	International Journal of Environment and Climate Change 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_IJECC_155655

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Horticultural Crops in a Warming World: Impacts, Adaptive Strategies, and Resilience Pathways

	Type of the Article
	REVIEW ARTICLE





PART 1


	
	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 publications provides a good oversight of the challenges and the scientific state of arts face by horticulture in the background of Climate Change.
	














































PART  2

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	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. The title is fine
	

	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. The executive summary provides a good insight into the publication’s content
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4. Fine; other words like ‘global warming’ or ‘adaptation’ could be added
	

	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 The structure and content of the publication are fine.
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5. Fine
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5. The references are fine
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4. Could be improved with some more recent research
	

	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
	5. it is adequately presented.
	

	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
	4. The publication does not enter a critical analysis of the reviewed publications, but the presented points make sense and are coherent with the State of Art on the topic. 
	

	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
	4. to some extent, but not precisely. The aim seems to be to provide a good oversight.
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5. The conclusions are logical and relevant.
	

	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 the limitations are properly presented.
	

	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. The refernces seem fine, even though it was not possible for the peer review to go through each single reference.
	

	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
	5. The language is clear and understandable.
	





	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	

P3. On publications over a reference period ranging from January 1996 and March 2026 – adjust the text.
P7. Chemistry of Reactive Oxygen Species (ROS) – the acronym should be developed.
P7. To be complete short paragraph should be added, with the corresponding bibliographic reference, underlining that under high temperature, the plants close their stoma and reduce photosynthesis, canceling the potential benefit of higher CO2 concentration.
P9. ‘potentially increasing competitive pressure and herbicide requirements (Long et al., 2006)’ - On the other hand by destructuring the soil micro flora and fauna, the herbicides contribute to reduce the trees’ capacity to withstand droughts and high temperatures, as their symbiosis with fungus and soil aeration is altered. You may complete with adequate references. - Osakabe et al. (2014) quoted on page 14, where you touch the topic, is a good entry point.
P15. ‘The development and deployment of climate-resilient crop insurance products’ - You may, however, add that insurances withdraw when negative events happen to frequently, which is becoming the case in some areas across the world for extreme events. Thus, CC impact becoming more acute over time the role of insurances might be only transitory.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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

	





      


Reviewer details:

Julian Schlubach, France




Page 3 of 4
V180326


