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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 critically important and timely topic: the economics of digital agriculture. While much of the existing literature focuses on technical capabilities or adoption rates, this review makes a valuable contribution by systematically distinguishing between technical efficiency, farm profitability, household welfare, and social value. The author(s) correctly emphasize that digital agriculture is as much an institutional and organizational investment as a technological one, and that evaluation must prioritize complete economic costs, sustained use, distributional effects, credible counterfactuals, and environmental additionality. The linked assessment framework connecting technical performance, private economic returns, value capture, and social welfare (Table 1) offers a useful analytical contribution for researchers and policymakers. The manuscript's careful treatment of distributional issues, data governance, and the gap between modelled predictions and operational evidence is particularly commendable. This work has clear relevance for agricultural economists, development practitioners, and policymakers seeking to evaluate digital agriculture investments beyond simplistic technology-adoption metrics.
	


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
	5
	

	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 5Improvement 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
	5
	

	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
	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 title accurately reflects the content and scope of the manuscript. It clearly signals the economic focus and the three key dimensions (profitability, distribution, public value) that are addressed.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The abstract is comprehensive and well-structured. It covers the scope, methods, key findings, and the unifying conclusion effectively. It appropriately distinguishes between different outcome measures and highlights the conditional nature of the evidence.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The manuscript is scientifically sound. The author(s) demonstrate a sophisticated understanding of the methodological differences between randomised trials, observational studies, modelling exercises, and qualitative research. The caution against aggregating heterogeneous technologies into a single profitability coefficient is well-placed. The treatment of statistical concepts (e.g., odds ratios vs. percentage-point changes, confidence intervals, selection bias) is accurate.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The references are extensive (approximately 40 sources), recent (including 2025 and 2026 publications), and drawn from peer-reviewed, authentic sources. The inclusion of foundational works (e.g., Aker 2010; Goyal 2010; Goldfarb & Tucker 2019) alongside very recent evidence (e.g., Spykman et al. 2026; McFadden & Raff 2026; Beach et al. 2025) is appropriate. The reference list is well-formatted with DOIs.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	NO. There are no apparent ethical issues. The manuscript includes a transparent Declaration of AI Use, stating that Grammarly and ChatGPT were used solely for grammatical refinement and reference formatting, with full responsibility retained by the author(s). This is appropriate and transparent.
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