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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.

	· It brings together two topics (agriculture and food processing) through synergizing them suggesting from farm to fork vision.
· It is based on logical flow- agronomy, processing and income.
· The approach of using schemes of presenting the discussed sub-topics are quite effective.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Publication)

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	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
	Yes
5
	

	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
	It could be said that it is comprehensive, but the author used "and" too much, when comma could be used instead. The sentences are too long. 
Between = 3 and 4
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The keywords should be improved. Current ones are quite broad. For example:  Sustainable agronomy, Integrated Nutrient Management, etc. 
2
	

	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
	The background info could be considered sufficient, but it is not well organized as mostly the ideas are mixed, while explanations (sentences) are long. Each paragraphs contains many ideas. Needs to be shorten. 
3
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	No, it is not clearly stated. 
1
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, but it is more descriptive than analytical. The literature review is not interconnected logically. It is just presented. It dose not present the gap in the literature.
3
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The answer is more yes.
4
	

	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
	It could be stated that it is missing as the author dose not present any methodology how it was selected.
N/A
	

	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
	Critical analysis of literature is almost missing. As it was already mentioned it is more descriptive without analysing them and connecting them together. 
	

	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
	The identification of research gap is almost missing. The future directions are mentioned but too general and/or week like precision agriculture, artificial intelligence, etc.
Between 3 to 4
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, it is logically arrived, but it is too week and general without strong suggestions/directions what shoudl be done.
3
	

	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
	As the paper is more descriptive, it misses limitations as well.
N/a
	

	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
	It needs to be improved bringing them into same style.
For ex.: “ATTAHIRU, A. (2025). AGRO PROCESSING AND VALUE CHAIN DEVELOPMENT. RESHAPING DEVELOPMENT GOVERNANCE, AGRICULTURE AND DIGITAL FINANCE EDITOR AHMED ATTAHIRU, 1.” is written differently from others.
Or
Augustin et al. (2016) is mentioned twice
Or 
In several places they are not complete. 
1
 
	

	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
	Yes, it is written clearly and understandable language, but the sentences are too long.
3
	



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.
	It is suitable.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	It is comprehensive. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, it is scientifically correct but without critical analysis. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, but needs to be reviewed with improving it.
	

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

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

	No, there is not ethical issues.
	


PART 3
	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
Needs to be rewritten stressing deep and critical analysis.


	


Reviewer details:

Hasmik Hovhanesian, Yerevan State University, Armenia
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