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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 an important and rapidly developing question: why agritech ventures with promising technologies often struggle to achieve durable agribusiness scale. Its principal value lies in integrating evidence that is usually separated across entrepreneurial ecosystems, business models, digital agriculture, finance, adoption, and food-system transition research. The proposed Four-Fit Architecture is a potentially useful heuristic because it distinguishes firm growth from sustained adoption and system-level transformation. The chapter is therefore relevant to scholars, policymakers, investors, and innovation intermediaries, although its scientific contribution will be stronger after the review process and the novelty of the framework are documented more rigorously.
	


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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

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

	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
	4
	

	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
	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
	4
	

	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.
	YES. The title is clear and accurately reflects the chapter's three central analytical domains: innovation ecosystems, business models, and scaling challenges.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, with a minor qualification. The abstract covers the scope, method, principal synthesis, proposed framework, and research implications. It should additionally report the approximate number of sources retained or explain more explicitly that the non-enumerative selection prevents such reporting.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, in broad conceptual terms, but major revision is required to strengthen methodological reproducibility and the evidentiary basis of the proposed framework. The authors should explain how the Four-Fit categories were derived, demonstrate their distinction from existing ecosystem-alignment and business-model-fit constructs, and map each fit to the supporting evidence. Claims about global patterns should also be calibrated to the geographically concentrated and predominantly qualitative evidence base.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The references are generally relevant and recent and combine foundational scholarship with evidence published through 2026. However, the reference list and all bibliographic metadata should be checked carefully; the duplicate Klerkx and Villalobos (2024) entry should be removed, and every 2025-2026 source and DOI should be verified against the final version of record.


	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	NO. This is a literature review using published sources and does not involve human participants, animals, or identifiable personal data. No research-ethics approval appears necessary. The declaration of AI use should nevertheless be checked for exact consistency with the tools' actual role in drafting, synthesis, and reference verification.
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