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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.
	This study helps us understand how factors like gender, income, and mindset affect farmers’ use of climate-smart farming methods, providing useful insights for designing better and more inclusive agricultural policies.
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	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
	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	

4
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	15. 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
	4
	





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.
	Yes, the title is suitable
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

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

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No, not fully. Improve scientific rigor by adding regression analysis, ensuring consistency in reported data, and explicitly stating limitations and hypotheses.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Not fully. Expand the reference list with more recent (last 2–3 years) peer-reviewed empirical studies and systematic reviews on climate-smart agriculture, gendered adoption, and agritech in Sub-Saharan Africa, while ensuring stronger integration of current journal articles rather than relying mainly on older foundational sources.
	

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

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

	Yes, especially on the side of the respondents. There is; Lack of explicit informed consent statement
Absence of ethical approval information
Incomplete confidentiality assurance
Limited reporting of participant rights
	










































PART 3

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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
The manuscript is relevant. However, it requires major revision before publication due to methodological limitations (limited analytical depth, absence of regression analysis), lack of explicit ethical approval statement, and missing discussion of study limitations.

Here is a list of some action point to note:
1. Strengthen the theoretical framework by grounding the study in established theories such as Diffusion of Innovations, Sustainable Livelihoods Framework, and Gender and Development perspectives. 
2. Improve methodological rigor by incorporating multivariate regression analysis (e.g., logistic regression) to better explain determinants of adoption. 
3. Ensure consistency in data reporting, particularly resolving discrepancies in sample size (543 vs 538). 
4. Clearly state research objectives in a structured format and include testable hypotheses. 
5. Add a dedicated limitations section addressing study design, data constraints, and potential biases. 
6. Explicitly include an ethics statement covering informed consent, institutional ethical approval, confidentiality, and participant rights. 
7. Expand the literature review with more recent (2023–2026) peer-reviewed studies and improve theoretical integration. 
8. Integrate entrepreneurial orientation (EO) analytically into the model rather than only descriptively. 
9. Enhance gender analysis by providing disaggregated results and considering interaction effects (e.g., Gender × Education). 
10. Deepen the discussion by critically engaging with findings, including contradictions, explanations, and not only confirming prior studies. 
11. Improve clarity and conciseness of writing by correcting grammar issues and reducing long or repetitive sentences. 
12. Strengthen policy conclusions by directly linking recommendations to empirical findings. 
13. Improve presentation of tables/figures by ensuring consistency, clarity, and adding visual figures for key relationships. 
14. Update and expand references with more recent and high-quality empirical studies while standardizing formatting.
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