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	Reviewer’s comment

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

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 significant to the scientific community as it provides empirical insights into the gender disparities in digital agricultural technology adoption in Nigeria, specifically focusing on the Akilimo Cassava Advisory Tool. By identifying key socio-economic factors influencing adoption and the productivity impact of this tool, the study contributes to a deeper understanding of barriers to technological advancements in smallholder farming. The findings highlight the need for gender-inclusive policies and training programs, which are crucial for bridging the digital divide in agriculture. Moreover, the research offers practical recommendations for improving digital tool accessibility, thereby supporting sustainable agricultural development and food security initiatives.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	it is quite long and could be more concise while still maintaining clarity. A good suggestion is “Gender Disparities in the Adoption of Akilimo Cassava Advisory Tools and Productivity in Ogun State, Nigeria”
	

	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.


	Well-structured, but it can be improved for clarity, conciseness, and impact.
he first sentence mentions low acceptance rates but does not explicitly state how gender disparity plays a role. Rewording it for clarity would be beneficial. It would be clearer to separate the data collection process (interviews, questionnaires) from the analytical techniques (logit regression, ATE models). Some sentences are long and could be restructured for better readability. The statement about "low awareness" and "limitations regarding TME 419 hybrid cassava stems" should be more clearly linked to the main argument on gender disparities.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, but a few areas need refinement to ensure clarity.
The manuscript refers to "TME 419 hybrid cassava stems" and "Sammaz 35/48 maize hybrid seed recommendations" without explaining their significance in the context of digital tool adoption. A brief explanation of why these hybrid varieties matter would strengthen the argument.

Define "native status" clearly. Does it mean being a native of the study area, having ancestral ties, or something else?

It would be beneficial to clarify how confounding variables were controlled. Were any robustness checks or sensitivity analyses conducted?

The p-value (0.048) suggests statistical significance, but effect size measures (e.g., odds ratios for logit regression) should be reported to provide a better sense of practical significance.

It should clarify who should implement these policies and how their effectiveness can be measured.
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