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[bookmark: PART_1:_Comments]PART 1: Comments

	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	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 highly significant for the scientific community as it provides a critical and timely synthesis of a rapidly evolving field. It moves beyond a mere survey of AI applications to offer a rigorous political economy and ethical analysis of AI deployment in two vital sectors in Sub-Saharan Africa. By integrating the lenses of governance, ethics, and philanthropic influence, it addresses a crucial gap in the literature, which often focuses on technical potential while neglecting power dynamics and contextual risks. The review serves as an essential interdisciplinary reference for researchers in development studies, digital ethics, public health, and agricultural policy, offering a structured framework to critically assess both the promises and perils of AI for development. Its policy-oriented conclusions provide actionable insights for regulators, funders, and practitioners aiming to foster responsible and equitable innovation.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	Yes, the title is suitable and effective. It accurately reflects the manuscript's core themes: the focus on AI-driven interventions, the specific sectors (agriculture and health), the geographic region (Sub- Saharan Africa), and the key analytical lenses (governance, ethics, and philanthropic roles). It is comprehensive and scholarly.
	




	[bookmark: Is_the_abstract_of_the_article_comprehen]Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section?
Please write your suggestions here.
	The abstract is comprehensive and well-structured. It succinctly presents the review's aim, scope, key findings (both benefits and challenges), and central argument. No major points are missing. For slight enhancement, it could explicitly mention one or two of the cross-cutting challenges like data sovereignty or digital colonialism, which are core to the ethical argument, rather than just "data governance concerns" and "inequities."
	

	[bookmark: Is_the_manuscript_scientifically,_correc]Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound. It presents a balanced, evidence-based argument, acknowledging the potential benefits of AI while rigorously examining systemic challenges. The claims are supported by references to relevant literature, and the analysis demonstrates a clear understanding of the socio-technical complexities involved in deploying AI in low-resource settings. The conceptual frameworks (AI4D, political economy, contextual ethics) are appropriately applied.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally sufficient and notably recent, with a high proportion from 2024 and 2025, which is excellent for such a fast- moving field. The review draws from a good mix of sector-specific and governance/ethics literature. However, there are some notable gaps:

Major Gap: The manuscript heavily critiques philanthropic roles but lacks key references from critical philanthropy studies or science and technology studies (STS) on the topic. Works by scholars like Linsey McGoey, or critical analyses of "philanthrocapitalism" in development, would strengthen this section.

Minor Gaps: References to specific African AI policy initiatives (e.g., the African Union's AI Continental Strategy, Kenya's AI draft policy) would ground the governance discussion more concretely. A seminal work like "The Costs of Connection" by Couldry and Mejias on data colonialism could further bolster the theoretical critique.
	




	[bookmark: Is_the_language/English_quality_of_the_a]Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	Yes, the language and English quality are of a very high standard, entirely suitable for scholarly communication. The writing is clear, precise, formal, and logically structured. The argument flows smoothly between sections.
	

	[bookmark: Optional/General_comments]Optional/General comments
	This is a standout review that successfully bridges technical, ethical, and governance discourses. The analysis of philanthropy as a power broker is particularly salient and should be a key takeaway for readers. The tables and conceptual figure (described in text) are useful. The authors should ensure that all cross-references in the text (e.g., "[14]", "[19]" in Section 5) correctly point to the discussion of governance challenges rather than to specific application examples, which seems to be the current intent.
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	[bookmark: Reviewer’s_comment]Reviewer’s comment
	[bookmark: Author’s_Feedback_(It_is_mandatory_that_]Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
	No, there are no apparent ethical issues with the manuscript itself. It is a review article that analyzes ethical issues within its subject matter. It does not involve human or animal subjects, personal data, or undisclosed conflicts of interest.
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