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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 addresses a timely and practically important topic: The role of artificial intelligence in making agriculture more environmentally sustainable. The discussion is valuable because it connects crop production and livestock production with resource efficiency, emission monitoring, soil health, climate resilience, and decision support. The SWOT framing is useful for readers because it highlights not only the technical benefits of AI, but also the barriers related to data quality, infrastructure, cost, privacy, and unequal access. With stronger methodological transparency and deeper synthesis, the review could provide a useful reference for researchers, agricultural practitioners, and policy-oriented stakeholders working on sustainable digital agriculture.
	


PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)
	

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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 - Good. The title is clear and relevant, but it is quite long. A shorter wording would improve readability.
	

	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 - Good. The abstract covers the main scope and findings, but it should briefly state how the literature was selected or reviewed.
	

	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 - Needs Improvement
The keywords are not clearly presented in the manuscript, which reduces the visibility and indexing value of the article. Since the manuscript focuses on artificial intelligence, agriculture, and environmental sustainability, the authors should add a separate keyword section with relevant and searchable terms. Suggested keywords may include: Artificial Intelligence; Sustainable Agriculture; Environmental Sustainability; Precision Agriculture; Livestock Production; SWOT Analysis; Climate-Smart Agriculture. This will make the manuscript easier to discover by readers and indexing databases.


	

	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 - Good. The background is relevant and generally well organized, although some ideas are repeated in the introduction.
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 - Good. The objective is stated, but it could be placed more clearly as a separate aim or research question.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 - Good. The reviewed literature is relevant to AI, crop production, livestock production, and sustainability.
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 - Excellent. The manuscript uses many recent references, especially from 2024-2026.
	

	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
	2 - Needs Improvement. The literature search methodology is not explained in sufficient detail. Although the manuscript includes many relevant and recent studies, it does not clearly describe how these studies were identified, screened, and selected. The authors should add a separate review methodology section mentioning the databases used, search keywords, publication year range, inclusion and exclusion criteria, and screening/selection process. This would make the review more transparent, reproducible, and scientifically stronger.


	

	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
	3 - Satisfactory. Some critical interpretation is present, but many sections remain descriptive rather than analytical.
	

	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
	3 - Satisfactory. Future directions are mentioned, but they should be grouped more clearly and linked to specific research gaps.
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 - Good. The conclusions follow the main discussion and SWOT analysis, but they could be more concise.

	

	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
	4 - Good. The limitations section is useful and acknowledges the absence of field validation and meta-analysis.
	

	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 - Satisfactory. References are mostly authentic and recent, but there are duplicate entries and some DOI/link inconsistencies.
	

	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 - Satisfactory. The language is understandable, but several sentences are lengthy or repetitive and should be edited for flow.
	


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 reflects the content of the article. However, it can be shortened for clarity. Suggested title: "SWOT Analysis of Artificial Intelligence Integration in Agriculture for Environmental Sustainability."
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the abstract is generally comprehensive. It summarizes the crop, livestock, and SWOT dimensions well. Still, it should include one sentence on the review approach, such as the sources searched or the basis for selecting studies.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The manuscript is broadly scientifically correct, but it needs stronger review methodology and deeper critical synthesis. The authors should avoid broad claims such as "AI improves sustainability" unless the specific evidence, context, or limitation is also stated. The SWOT section should explain how the listed points were derived from the reviewed literature.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	The references are mostly recent and relevant, but the reference list needs careful cleaning. Duplicate entries should be removed, missing DOI/link information should be completed where available, and all references should be formatted consistently. The authors should also ensure that all cited studies are included in the reference list and vice versa.
	

	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 issue is apparent from the manuscript. The authors have included an AI-use declaration, which is appropriate. However, because ChatGPT and Grammarly are acknowledged, the authors should confirm that all references, interpretations, and claims were manually checked and that no unverified AI-generated content remains in the final version.
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