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	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.


	The manuscript presents an important study that assesses farmers’ satisfaction with the use of AgriTecH in disseminating improved oil palm production technologies in Western Tanzania. Given the increasing significance of technology-driven agricultural interventions, this study provides valuable insights into the effectiveness of AgriTecH hubs. It highlights the factors contributing to farmer satisfaction and areas needing improvement, which is crucial for policy makers, agricultural extension workers, and researchers focusing on technology dissemination in agriculture.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
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	Yes, the title is appropriate and clearly reflects the content of the manuscript. It accurately conveys the study’s objective of assessing farmer satisfaction with AgriTecH use in oil palm production technology dissemination.


	

	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 comprehensive, summarizing the study's objectives, methodology, key findings, and recommendations. However, a slight rephrasing of the results section could improve clarity, particularly regarding the significance of each SERVQUAL indicator.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	yes
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are adequate and recent. However, adding a few more recent studies related to AgriTecH implementation and farmer satisfaction in other regions could strengthen the literature review.


	

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


	The language is generally clear and suitable for scholarly communication. Minor grammatical and typographical corrections are needed, especially in the discussion and conclusion sections to enhance coherence and readability.


	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript provides a comprehensive analysis of farmers' satisfaction with AgriTecH. The use of both quantitative and qualitative methods strengthens the study’s reliability. The study's focus on Western Tanzania addresses a knowledge gap, making it relevant and impactful. Further, discussing challenges faced by AgriTecH in more detail would add depth to the analysis.

Guideline: The manuscript is scientifically sound and relevant. Minor revisions are needed to improve clarity and precision in some sections, particularly in the discussion and conclusion.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No ethical issues were identified in the manuscript.
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	Guideline: The manuscript is scientifically sound and relevant. Minor revisions are needed to improve clarity and precision in some sections, particularly in the discussion and conclusion.
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