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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 holds significant importance for the scientific community as it addresses a critical yet underexplored dimension of digital transformation in agriculture—cybersecurity. By systematically reviewing over a decade of research and practical cases, it bridges the gap between technological innovation and risk management in agri-digital ecosystems. The study provides a comprehensive synthesis of cyber threats, their socioeconomic impacts, and the mitigation frameworks applicable to both developed and developing regions. Moreover, it offers a policy-relevant perspective that can guide researchers, policymakers, and agritech developers in designing resilient and secure digital farming systems.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title of the article — “Cybersecurity Threats in Digital Agriculture: A Systematic Review on Emerging Risks and Protective Strategies for Farmers” — is suitable, clear, and well-aligned with the manuscript’s content. It accurately reflects both the scope (cybersecurity in digital agriculture) and the methodological approach (systematic review).

If a more concise or journal-friendly alternative is desired, a refined version could be:

“Cybersecurity in Digital Agriculture: Emerging Threats and Strategic Responses for Farmers” — this maintains clarity while improving readability and impact.
	

	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.


	Yes, the abstract is comprehensive and effectively summarizes the key elements of the study — context, objectives, methodology, major findings, and implications. It demonstrates clarity and academic rigor, offering a balanced overview of the systematic review.

However, to improve readability and focus, I would suggest the following refinements:


1.
Condense the methodological details (e.g., number of studies screened and inclusion criteria) — these can be shortened or summarized in one phrase, as such details are more suitable for the methodology section.


2.
Highlight the main contribution more explicitly — for instance, emphasize that the 13-point cybersecurity protocol represents a novel, evidence-based framework for farmers.


3.
Reduce sentence length and density to enhance flow; some sentences currently combine multiple ideas, which may obscure the key message.


4.
Optionally, end the abstract with a clear statement of impact — such as how the study advances future research or policy integration in agricultural cybersecurity.

In summary, the abstract is strong, but a slightly more concise and impact-focused version would make it more engaging and reader-friendly.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound and methodologically rigorous. It adheres to established standards for systematic reviews, following PRISMA guidelines, and employs a clear inclusion–exclusion framework to ensure transparency and reproducibility. The literature base is extensive and up to date, incorporating peer-reviewed studies from 2009 to 2025, which strengthens both the validity and relevance of the findings.

The categorization of cyber threats, discussion of their impacts, and evaluation of mitigation frameworks are logically structured and supported by credible sources. While the paper could benefit from a brief section on limitations and future research directions, this omission does not compromise its scientific correctness. Overall, the analysis, synthesis, and conclusions are consistent with current scientific understanding and contribute meaningfully to the field of digital agriculture and cybersecurity.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references used in the manuscript are relevant and mostly up to date, which significantly contributes to the scientific grounding of the study. However, considering the rapid evolution of the field — where digital agricultural technologies and cybersecurity threats are advancing considerably — recommend including several additional recent works to further strengthen the bibliographic foundation.

Positive observations:

•There is good coverage of the existing literature on cybersecurity in agriculture, IoT, and smart farming systems.

•The bibliography includes relatively recent sources (from the last 3–5 years), which is essential for research in the digital and ICT domains.

Suggestions for improvement:

recommend adding the following studies to enhance the timeliness and depth of the reference list:

•Kulkarni, A., Wang, Y., Gopinath, M., Sobien, D., Rahman, A., & Batarseh, F. A. (2024). A review of cybersecurity incidents in the food and agriculture sector. arXiv preprint arXiv:2403.08036 — an analysis of real-world incidents in the agricultural sector, which could strengthen the case study or risk assessment section.

•Neethirajan, S. (2025). Safeguarding digital livestock farming – a comprehensive cybersecurity roadmap for dairy and poultry industries. Frontiers in Big Data, 8, 1556157 — a very recent study addressing cybersecurity aspects in livestock farming, contributing to a more diverse empirical context.

Please verify whether there are redundant or outdated references — for example, works published before 2015 should be retained only if they provide a clear historical foundation, but not as primary empirical sources.

If the manuscript discusses emerging technologies (e.g., digital twins, agricultural blockchain), ensure that appropriate and recent sources are cited for each. Otherwise, either remove the mention of that technology or include relevant supporting references
	

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


	Yes, the language and English quality of the article are suitable for scholarly communication. The manuscript is written in a formal, academic tone, with clear and precise terminology appropriate for a scientific audience. The effectively use technical vocabulary related to cybersecurity and digital agriculture, maintaining coherence and logical flow throughout the sections.

However, a few minor improvements could enhance readability:

· Some sentences in the abstract and introduction are overly long and complex, which might slightly affect clarity. Breaking them into shorter, more direct statements would improve accessibility.

· A final proofreading by a native English editor is recommended to correct minor grammatical inconsistencies and ensure uniformity in tense and punctuation.

Overall, the manuscript demonstrates a high standard of academic English and is fully appropriate for publication in an international journal after minor linguistic polishing.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Overall, this manuscript makes a valuable and timely contribution to the emerging field of cybersecurity in digital agriculture, offering both theoretical depth and practical implications. The systematic review is well-structured, methodologically rigorous, and effectively bridges the gap between technology adoption and risk management in agri-digital ecosystems.

The inclusion of recent incidents, policy frameworks, and technical mitigation strategies adds strong empirical grounding. The proposed 13-point cybersecurity protocol for farmers is particularly commendable for its applicability and policy relevance.

To further strengthen the paper, I recommend:

1.Adding a brief section on limitations and future research directions to increase transparency and guide subsequent studies.

2.Simplifying certain sections (especially the abstract and threat taxonomy) to enhance readability.

3.Including visual summaries (tables or conceptual diagrams) that illustrate the relationship between threats, impacts, and countermeasures.

In conclusion, the article is well-prepared, scientifically robust, and well-positioned for publication after minor revisions.
•Scientific quality and originality: Excellent (the paper fills a clear research gap and provides practical solutions).

•Methodological soundness: Strong adherence to PRISMA standards, ensuring reliability.

•Language and structure: High academic quality with minor stylistic refinements needed.

•Ethics and integrity: Fully compliant; the 5% similarity rate is within the accepted range.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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