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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.


	The manuscript is important for the scientific community. First, it addresses and impact evaluation issue using the difference in differences (DiD) which is less likely used the impact evaluation literature giving its data requirement and so forth. Second, it targets the climate shocks mitigation or adaptation strategies with livestock insurance which is also a critical issue in the face of increasing climate disturbance. Finally, the poverty mitigation outcome used in the manuscript is also relevant given the fact in the sub-Saharan Africa (SSA) most of the rural communities (including livestock keepers) are relatively poor.  
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable from my point of view.
	

	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 of the article is not comprehensive. 
The abstract contains redundancy in words “Index-Based Livestock Insurance (IBLI)” repeated twice and so forth throughout the manuscript. The authors mentioned a “complemented qualitative thematic analysis” in addition to the Difference-in-Differences (DiD) regression which does not exist in the entire manuscript. They reported the coefficients P-values which are not necessary for me, they could use significance levels instead. They also report the study limitation in the abstract section which is not appropriate. The abstract needs to be written in a concise manner as follow: -Short rationale of the study-Data used and sample size-The analysis model- highlight key finding-Key policy implications based on the findings. So, this is not the case in the abstract. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	No, the manuscript is not scientifically correct. Because it is not following the structure of a scientific article. Here is the simplest structure of a scientific article:

1-Introduction 

2-Materials and Methods/ Methodology

3-Results and Discussion

4-Conclusion and Recommendations 
First, the introduction is poorly written and need to be improved for the literature review. The authors did not discuss alternative impact assessment model aside the DID. I did not see any rationale why they have chosen the DiD over the impact assessment models.
Second, the methodology section is hashed and really confusing. It is missing the model specification which may shed light on the authors’ variables used in the study. In this section, the authors used a report writing style (using a lot bullet lines with i. ii. iii.  ………etc) rather than a scientific article which need clear and concise writing style.
Third, the results and discussion section is not well presented. The authors used a lot of redundant information before the relevant model results. I think some of those information could better fit in the methodology section or appendix. All the tables missed source cation and significance levels.  They contain redundant and irrelevant information which do not need to be reported in table (e.g., T statistics and confidence interval). In sum this section is confusing and not comply with scientific write up style. The authors need to read more to understand scientific writing style.

Finally, the conclusion and recommendation section is poor and missed also scientific write up style.   
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	I found the reference very weak and need improvement. If not mandatory from the journal it could better to avoid number referencing at this stage. 
	

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


	The language/English quality of the article is not suitable for scholarly communications. The manuscript has severe inconsistency, redundancy, inappropriate reporting style.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript needs a serious reformatting work in order to meet a critical review requirement. This reformatting includes: general structure of the manuscript, writing style, table reporting, results interpretation, the citation style, section numbering. It is difficult to suggest or bring appropriate/deep improvements when the form is completely missing. I would invite the authors to go through a certain number scientific paper. This will help in addressing the above-mentioned issues.   
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No 
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