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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 manuscript deals with a highly relevant and timely issue on the impact of climate extremes, specifically drought and flooding, on soil systems and agricultural productivity. A major contribution to climate-resilient agriculture research is the integration of biophysical processes with socio-institutional factors using advanced econometric and system modeling approaches. The study’s adoption of multiple analytical frameworks (panel regression, DiD, logistic regression and SEM) not only increases its robustness but also provides a comprehensive understanding of agricultural resilience. Moreover, the emphasis on institutional capacity, particularly on extension services, gives it a strong policy relevance, thus making the findings useful for researchers, policymakers and practitioners involved in sustainable agriculture and climate adaptation.
	




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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	NA
	

	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


	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	2
	

	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 generally appropriate and descriptive of the scope.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	Mostly yes. 
It fairly summarizes the aims, methods, key findings and implications. It would be helpful, though, to briefly state the geographic or data scope (e.g., what countries/regions or time periods were examined) and the particular practices assessed.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	
Suggestions for improvement:
The paper claims to use NASA, FAOSTAT and World Bank datasets, but provides no information about the variables constructed, the time period, the countries/regions covered, the sample size, the data cleaning and the way in which the SPI/flood indices were calculated from the raw data. Equations of the model are shown but not defined and justified in terms of variables.
Many citations (especially 2025-2026) seem to be either mismatched or fabricated. There are several authors (Ejoh, Ogunmolu, Henry) inserted into an agriculture paper with multiple references on AI/cybersecurity topics – raising serious questions about citation accuracy and relevance. Some foundational works pre-2024 are missing or under-cited.
DiD claims a clean 34.2% yield increase, but without details on treatment assignment, common trends validation depth or spillover controls, this is not fully credible. The SEM results are provided with an excellent fit but with limited discussion of potential endogeneity or alternative specifications.
Credibility is undermined by the lack of a limitations section and by the absence of robustness tests beyond the most basic checks.
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	No. 
Suggestions for improvement:
The suspect or inconsistent citations should be replaced or verified. bolster with more reputable fundamental material on adoption, soil physics and hydrology (e.g., classic works on conservation agriculture, SPI methodology and meta-analyses of extension impacts). Aim for a well-balanced combination of important references and recent, excellent empirical research. Verify the accuracy of all DOIs and sources.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)
(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	No major ethical issues regarding human subjects or data privacy are apparent (as it relies on secondary/open data). 
	




PART 3

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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
The level of methodological detail offered is insufficient to support the empirical claims. Before it may be considered for publishing, significant revision is required. I suggest significant changes that emphasize the insertion of limits, citation cleansing and data transparency.
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