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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)


	[bookmark: _Hlk170903434]
	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 makes a valuable contribution to the sustainable agriculture literature by moving beyond simple adoption-rate framing to a diagnostic economic perspective that distinguishes agronomic potential, private profitability, household welfare and verified environmental additionality. It synthesises a wide and current evidence base (2000-2026) spanning farm economics, behavioural science and randomised extension/incentive experiments, offering researchers and policymakers a much-needed framework for matching support instruments (advice, finance, risk protection, payments) to the actual binding constraint farmers face. The critical, mechanism-focused approach is a useful corrective to literature that conflates trial, adoption, persistence and environmental outcomes, and its proposed research agenda (multi-season transition accounts, gender-disaggregated measures, post-support follow-up) is likely to be influential in shaping future study designs in this field.
	




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
The title accurately reflects the manuscript's focus on profitability, risk, behaviour and extension support in sustainable practice adoption.
	

	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
	5
The abstract is comprehensive, summarising scope, method, key findings and policy implications concisely.
	

	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
Keywords are relevant and useful, though a term such as 'farm profitability' or 'adoption pathway' could sharpen indexing.

	

	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
Background is thorough, well-organised, and clearly frames the scope, gap and objectives (Section 1 and 1.1).
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
Objectives are stated in Section 1.1, though they could be phrased more explicitly as a numbered list for clarity.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The literature review is highly relevant, drawing on agronomic, economic and behavioural sources appropriate to the topic.
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The review covers literature through July 2026 and is exceptionally current.
	

	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
	5
The search methodology (Section 2) is unusually detailed and transparent, including search strings, sources and eligibility criteria.
	

	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
The manuscript offers a genuinely critical, mechanism-level analysis rather than a simple narrative summary of findings.
	

	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
Research gaps and future directions are clearly identified in Section 9, with specific, actionable priorities.
	

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

	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
Limitations are discussed candidly and specifically in Section 11, including selection bias and search-access constraints.
	

	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
	5
References are drawn from peer-reviewed, high-quality journals and are highly current.
	

	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
The manuscript is generally clear, though the dense academic prose and long paragraphs may benefit from simplification for broader readability.
	





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 clearly and accurately reflects the manuscript's content and scope.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The abstract comprehensively covers the review's method, findings and implications.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The manuscript is scientifically sound; claims are appropriately hedged and causal language matches study design throughout.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. References are sufficient, recent (through 2026), and drawn from reputable peer-reviewed journals.
	

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

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

	NO
	



Reviewer details:

Md Shawan Mia, University of Dhaka, Bangladesh
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