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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 book chapter manuscript addresses an important and highly relevant topic by critically examining the evidence supporting smart agriculture rather than assuming that technological capability automatically results in agronomic, environmental or economic benefits. Its major strength is the integrated treatment of sensing, analytics, actuation, adoption, connectivity, data governance and distributional consequences. The distinction between technical performance and demonstrated farm-level outcomes is particularly valuable for researchers and policymakers. The manuscript can contribute meaningfully to the literature, especially by highlighting the evidence gap affecting small-scale producers and by identifying priorities for independent, multi-season field evaluation.
	


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
	5 – Excellent
	

	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
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 – Excellent
	

	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
	     5 – Excellent
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	      5 – Excellent
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	     5 – Excellent
	

	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
	

	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
	4 – Good
	

	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
	5 – Excellent
	

	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
	5 – Excellent
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 – Excellent
	

	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
	5 – Excellent
	

	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
	4 – Good
	

	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
	4 – Good
	


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 appropriate and accurately represents the critical narrative nature of the manuscript. It effectively communicates that the review examines both the potential and limitations of smart agriculture.

Suggested improvement: No major change is required. The authors may consider whether “Critical Narrative Review” alone is sufficient without the longer subtitle, depending on the publisher's preferred title length.


	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, with minor improvement recommended.
The abstract successfully presents the background, review approach, major findings and research priorities. It is particularly effective in highlighting the distinction between technical capability and demonstrated outcomes.

Suggested improvement: The authors could make the abstract slightly more concise and explicitly mention that the review is based primarily on heterogeneous evidence and therefore does not provide pooled quantitative effect estimates. The final sentence could also emphasise the practical implications for researchers, policymakers and smallholder-oriented technology development.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

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

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, with minor revision recommended.
The chapter uses a substantial number of relevant peer-reviewed sources and includes recent publications. Examples include recent work on plant disease detection, interoperability, smallholder digital transformation, agricultural automation and digitalisation.

Suggested improvements:
· Conduct a final reference update using literature published during 2025–2026.

· Verify that every in-text citation appears in the reference list and vice versa.

· Check DOI accuracy and formatting.

· Standardise author names, journal titles, volume/issue information and article-number formatting.


	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	NO apparent ethical issues identified.
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