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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 issue concerning the economic justification for investment in agricultural extension and rural advisory services. Its main contribution lies in critically distinguishing extension-specific returns from the outcomes of bundled agricultural programmes, while also differentiating farm-level benefits, spillover effects, and broader public-good benefits. The manuscript is particularly valuable because it integrates evidence from historical productivity studies, contemporary impact evaluations, information-diffusion research, and environmental and social perspectives rather than treating different measures of return as directly comparable. Ms_BPR_8173

The proposed boundary-consistent appraisal perspective has potential relevance for researchers, policymakers, and practitioners because it emphasizes causal attribution, full economic costs, indirect effects, distributional considerations, and non-monetised outcomes when assessing agricultural extension investments. The manuscript also appropriately cautions against applying a universal ROI coefficient across different extension contexts and service designs. Ms_BPR_8173 Overall, the review contributes to the scientific literature by providing a more conceptually rigorous basis for interpreting heterogeneous evidence on the economic and social value of agricultural extension.
	


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
	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 clear, specific, and accurately reflects the scope of the review, particularly its emphasis on economic evidence, spillovers, and public-good benefits associated with agricultural extension.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The abstract adequately presents the purpose, scope, analytical approach, major findings, and principal conclusion of the review. It also clearly communicates the manuscript’s central argument that there is no universally applicable ROI coefficient for agricultural extension investments.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The abstract adequately presents the purpose, scope, analytical approach, major findings, and principal conclusion of the review. It also clearly communicates the manuscript’s central argument that there is no universally applicable ROI coefficient for agricultural extension investments.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The references are sufficient for the scope of the review and include both foundational studies and recent research. The review specifies a publication eligibility period through August 1, 2026, allowing contemporary evidence to be considered alongside established literature.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	NO. No substantive ethical issues are apparent from the manuscript. The authors also provide an AI-use declaration stating that Grammarly and ChatGPT were used for grammatical refinement and reference formatting during manuscript revision, while responsibility for the scholarly content remains with the authors.
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