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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 timely topic by examining the evolution of agricultural knowledge delivery from conventional digital extension approaches toward intelligent advisory systems based on artificial intelligence. The topic is relevant to the scientific community because AI-enabled technologies have the potential to transform how agricultural information, recommendations, and decision-support services are developed and delivered to farmers and other stakeholders. The manuscript may provide a useful conceptual perspective on the opportunities, challenges, and emerging directions associated with integrating AI into agricultural extension and knowledge systems. Its focus is particularly relevant to ongoing discussions on digital agriculture, technology-enabled extension services, and the development of more responsive and data-driven 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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	4
	

	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 accurately reflects the manuscript's focus on the evolution from digital agricultural extension to AI-enabled advisory systems. It is somewhat long, but appropriate for a review article.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
It clearly states the topic, review approach, evidence limitations, major findings, proposed framework, and research priorities. The distinction between digital information, predictive models, and generative AI is particularly appropriate.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, with minor improvements.
The claims in the abstract are broadly consistent with the available evidence. For example, recent meta-analytic evidence finds positive effects of some digital information interventions on fertilizer adoption, yields and income, while also noting limited and geographically concentrated evidence. Experimental evidence from India also illustrates why improved knowledge/adoption should not automatically be equated with increased yield. However, the full manuscript should carefully distinguish demonstrated field outcomes from proposed capabilities of generative AI systems.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, but updating is recommended
The manuscript appears conceptually well positioned, but because it explicitly covers AI and states that literature was reviewed through July 2026, the reference list should include the newest empirical work on GenAI agricultural advisory, multilingual systems, field validation, responsible AI and digital-extension evaluations. Recent work already includes systematic reviews and emerging field/pilot studies.


	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	YES. The manuscript itself identifies the major ethical issues, but these should be explicitly addressed in the full paper.
Ethical issues to note

1. Data privacy and ownership: Farmer, farm, soil, location and production data may be sensitive; ownership, consent, access and secondary use should be clearly addressed. 

2. Algorithmic bias and digital exclusion: AI systems may perform poorly for women, smallholders, low-resource farmers, minority/lower-resource languages and users with limited connectivity or digital literacy. 

3. Accuracy and harmful advice: Incorrect AI-generated agronomic recommendations could cause crop losses, inappropriate pesticide/fertilizer use or economic harm. Human oversight and mechanisms for correction are therefore important. 

4. Transparency and accountability: Farmers should be able to understand the basis and limitations of important recommendations and know who is responsible when advice is wrong. 

5. Commercial conflicts of interest: AI advisory platforms could promote particular inputs, products or services, potentially compromising the neutrality of agricultural advice. 

6. Human–extension-worker relationship: AI should not automatically replace local extension personnel; recent responsible-AI discussions emphasize farmer-centred design, local context and continued institutional support. 

7. Gender and equity: The review should explicitly consider whether AI-enabled advisory services reach and benefit women and other underserved farmer groups equally.
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