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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)

[bookmark: _7rh708aujo8z]
	
	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 review brings together three literatures that rarely cite each other, namely: the digital extension evaluation literature, the climate smart adoption literature and the gender transformative programming literature, and asks what happens at the point where all three meet. 

That intersection is exactly where current donor and government investment is concentrated, so a critical stocktake of what the evidence actually supports has direct relevance for programme design. 

So the paper's most useful contribution is the fact that it showed that the household headship variable used throughout the climate smart adoption literature cannot support the causal claims often built on it, since it confounds gender with marital status and resource endowment. 

For a field where digital and climate smart extension are frequently promoted as automatically equity enhancing, a synthesis that separates what is well supported from what is aspirational, would have real value for both researchers and policy planners. 

	




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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	N/A
	

	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
	4
	

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

	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
	5
	





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 articles title is suitable. 





	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The abstract is quite comprehensive, however I will suggest getting it shortened. My suggestion is that the long third sentence describing the access cascade be shorteso the abstract reads at a steadier pace.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for im
	Imdeed the manuscript meets scientific correctness. . The claims made are consistently calibrated to the strength of the evidence cited, and no claim I checked overstated what its supporting source actually showed.
This is an unusually strong manuscript for this type of review, with a level of self-critical discipline in the conclusions and limitations sections that most narrative reviews do not reach. My only substantive concern for the editor's attention is the length. The body text runs to roughly 14,000 words before references, which is well above the typical ceiling for a review article at most journals, and the editor may want to confirm this fits the journal's word limit or ask the authors to identify sections, for instance parts of section 8, that could be condensed without losing the argument. The missing conflict of interest statement should be requested before further processing.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes the references are sufficient and recent 

	

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

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

	There are no ethical issues, though there is one procedural gap that should be corrected regardless. The manuscript includes a Declaration of AI Use statement but no conflict of interest or competing interest statement anywhere in the text, which most journals require even for a review article with no primary data collection.
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