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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 is important to the scientific community because it provides a timely and integrated analysis of how generative artificial intelligence is reshaping agricultural extension and the professional roles of extension workers. Its main contribution is the shift from viewing AI merely as a communication or advisory technology toward understanding it as a factor that redistributes professional tasks, competencies, responsibility, and accountability within agricultural extension systems. The manuscript also provides a useful synthesis of the benefits and risks of generative AI, including hallucination, contextual inaccuracies, automation bias, privacy, equity, and professional accountability. By proposing a human–AI stewardship perspective and identifying priorities for AI literacy, evidence verification, risk-based oversight, and field-level evaluation, the review offers a valuable conceptual foundation for future empirical research and responsible implementation of AI-enabled agricultural advisory services.
	


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
	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
	4
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

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

	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
	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
	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
	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 is suitable and accurately reflects the manuscript’s scope, which focuses on the role of artificial intelligence—particularly generative AI—in transforming agricultural extension professionals and advisory work. The title is clear, relevant, and aligned with the manuscript’s central argument concerning the changing professional role of extension workers in the generative AI era.
	

	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 clearly presents the background, purpose, review approach, key findings, major limitations, and implications of the manuscript. It effectively distinguishes AI capabilities from demonstrated advisory effectiveness and farmer outcomes, while also identifying important risks and proposing a human–AI stewardship approach for agricultural extension.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The manuscript is scientifically sound overall. The review design is appropriately justified for a rapidly evolving and heterogeneous field, and the conclusions are generally cautious, distinguishing demonstrated AI capabilities from claims about autonomous advice, professional replacement, and farmer outcomes. The manuscript also appropriately acknowledges limitations related to selection bias, evidence heterogeneity, rapidly changing AI systems, and the predominance of English-language literature.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The references are sufficient and reasonably recent for the scope of this critical narrative review. The manuscript includes relevant foundational literature as well as a substantial number of recent studies from 2024–2026, particularly on generative AI, LLMs, agricultural extension, and AI-enabled advisory systems.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	NO. The manuscript does not present any apparent ethical issues requiring concern. It is a critical narrative review based on published literature and does not appear to involve direct human participants, personal data collection, or experimental interventions.
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