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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 important issue at the intersection of gender-transformative agricultural extension, digitalisation and climate-smart agriculture. Its main strength is that it moves beyond simply asking whether women have access to extension services and instead examines whether current advisory systems are capable of changing the social, institutional and intra-household conditions that create gender inequality. The manuscript is particularly useful because it brings together evidence from several bodies of literature that are often discussed separately, including digital advisory services, climate-smart agriculture, women’s empowerment, gender norms and institutional change. Overall, the review has clear relevance for researchers, extension practitioners, development organisations and policymakers designing more inclusive and equitable agricultural advisory systems.
	


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
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

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

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 

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

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

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

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 

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

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	


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.
	The title is appropriate, clear and well aligned with the scope of the manuscript. It successfully reflects the focus on gender-transformative agricultural extension, digitalisation and climate-smart agriculture. No major change is required.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, but it can be improved.

The abstract is comprehensive and presents the main theme, review focus and key conclusions clearly. However, it would be strengthened by adding one or two recent facts or statistics to highlight the magnitude of the problem and the current relevance of the topic. The abstract may also be made more reader-friendly by slightly simplifying a few long sentences so that the major findings stand out more clearly.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

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

The manuscript is scientifically sound and critically written, and it demonstrates strong engagement with the available evidence. To further strengthen the paper, I recommend that the authors include more recent statistics, updated factual examples and the latest evidence where possible, especially in sections dealing with digital access gaps, climate-smart agriculture adoption and institutional constraints. In addition, the manuscript would benefit from visual presentation tools, such as conceptual diagrams/figures illustrating the digital access cascade and the interaction among gender norms, digital advisory systems, climate-smart agriculture and institutional factors. I also strongly recommend adding a graphical abstract to summarise the main argument, pathways and findings of the review in a visually accessible way. These additions would significantly improve clarity, impact and reader engagement.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, but a small update would be helpful.

The manuscript already includes a strong and relevant reference base, with a good combination of foundational and recent studies. Nevertheless, the review could be strengthened further by adding a few latest and most up-to-date references, facts and statistics, especially where very rapid developments are taking place, such as digital agriculture, AI-based advisory systems, gendered digital exclusion and climate-resilient agriculture. A final update of the latest literature would further enhance the chapter’s timeliness and authority.
	

	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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