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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.

	This manuscript holds significant importance for the scientific community as it presents a comprehensive and up-to-date critical review of a complex and reciprocal interaction: the impact of climate change on major row crop production (maize, wheat, rice, and soybean) and the greenhouse gas emissions arising from these agricultural systems. Its scientific value lies in moving beyond merely presenting disparate findings in the literature to providing a deep analysis of the reasons for this variability, attributing it to methodological and contextual factors such as crop type, developmental stage, stress type, and system boundaries. This critical treatment helps organize the scattered understanding of the subject and offers a framework for interpreting potentially contradictory results, representing a qualitative shift in how such reviews are approached. Furthermore, its focus on trade-offs and the integration of adaptation strategies, along with its explicit call to move away from uniform recommendations toward context-specific solutions, makes it a valuable reference not only for researchers but also for policymakers and practitioners in the field, especially in underrepresented regions like sub-Saharan Africa.

	




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
An accurate and clear title that precisely reflects the content and objectives.
	

	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
An excellent abstract that covers the problem statement, objectives, key findings, and recommendations.
	

	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
Good, but adding terms like "Life Cycle Assessment" or "Trade-offs" could expand the searchability.
	

	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
An excellent introduction that establishes the general context and the importance of crops and climate change impacts in a balanced manner.
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
Objectives are clearly defined at the end of the introduction, addressing the various dimensions of the review.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
A comprehensive review that is closely relevant to the topic of row crops, climate change, and greenhouse gases.
	

	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; reliance on literature post-2015 with a particular focus on 2020-2026 makes it highly current.
	

	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
	2
Requires significant improvement. No clear methodology for study collection or analysis is mentioned (e.g., selection criteria, databases, search strategy). This is the manuscript's most significant weakness, making it more descriptive than a systematic critical review.
	

	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. This is the manuscript's strongest point; it consistently critically analyzes divergent results and interprets them based on methodological and contextual differences, rather than just narrating them.
	

	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
Clear and detailed identification of research gaps (Section 6.2) with specific and actionable recommendations for future research (Section 6.3).

	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
Conclusions accurately and logically reflect the evidence presented in the review and support the core message about the importance of context and integration.
	

	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
Limitations are explicitly and thoroughly discussed, particularly regarding geographical variability, the scarcity of multi-output studies, and the short duration of many experiments.
	

	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 from reliable, peer-reviewed sources, covering a wide range of experimental, modeling, and meta-analysis studies.
	

	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
Excellent academic language, clear and precise, with a logical structure that is easy to follow despite the complexity of the subject.
	




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. The title is suitable and accurate.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes. The abstract is comprehensive and well-written.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes. The manuscript is scientifically correct, except for the significant gap in describing the research methodology as mentioned above (Criterion 8). This must be addressed.
The manuscript is excellent in terms of content, critical analysis, and importance. The main flaw that must be addressed is the lack of a clear and documented research methodology, as this type of review is expected to be systematic rather than a mere narrative of the literature. The authors should add a section (or a paragraph in the introduction) that clearly describes the search strategy, the databases used, the study inclusion and exclusion criteria, and the data analysis approach. This would significantly enhance the manuscript's credibility and scientific value.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes. The references are sufficient, recent, and diverse.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	No. There are no ethical issues. The declaration of AI use (limited to grammatical refinement and formatting) is transparent and acceptable.
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