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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.

	The manuscript addresses a highly relevant and timely topic: the adoption of new agricultural technologies. The core analysis is interesting and adds valuable insights to the existing literature on agricultural development. However, the manuscript requires some structural adjustments and clarifications before it can be considered for publication.
	




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
	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
	3
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	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
	1
	

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

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

	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
	3
	

	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
	2
	

	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

	1
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	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.
	YES
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

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

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	· There is an issue with the overall coherence of the document. A noticeable imbalance exists between the different sections of the manuscript (for instance, the length and depth of the introduction compared to the results and discussion sections). The authors should restructure the paper to ensure a better flow and a more balanced distribution of content.
· The introduction is currently too long and broad. It needs to be thoroughly revised to be much more concise and synthesized. The authors should focus on providing only the necessary background information to contextualize their research questions, avoiding overly detailed background that delays the core objective of the paper.
· Please verify the number of references/studies considered in this systematic review. The abstract and text explicitly mention that 45 quality studies were examined. However, the data presented in Figure 2 seems to indicate a number exceeding 45 (it seems to be 53 studies).
· Tables 1 and 2: I believe there should be more than one source/reference provided for each determinant listed in these tables.
· Figure 3: The purpose and usefulness of Figure 3 are unclear. If the goal is to highlight specific keywords, the word cloud needs to be revised to properly emphasize important terms that are currently not standing out, such as "climate change," "Farm size," and "Resilience."
· Figure 4: Please check the placement and positioning of Figure 4 within the manuscript.
· Redundancy (Figure 5 and Table 3): Figure 5 and Table 3 present the exact same information. (It is usually recommended to keep only one format to avoid redundancy).
· Table 6: Sources/references should be added to this table to ensure consistency with the methodological objective of this review article.
· Figure 6: Please correct the spelling of the word "adaptation." Additionally, verify the legend, as it appears to be incomplete or missing information.
· Policy Synthesis: The "Policy Synthesis" section appears to be superficial and overly generic. It lacks specific policy implications tailored to the case study or the unique characteristics of the region studied.
· Conclusion: The conclusion is too general and lacks depth, particularly regarding the policy implications, which need to be more clearly articulated.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

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

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

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

	NO
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