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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	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.


	The article explores the enxus between artificial intelligence and climate- smart agriculture, which is timely and important, particularly in reference to the case of smallholder farmers in sub – Saharan Africa, whose population is relatively susceptible to climate change. The systematic synthesis of empirical data about AI-enabled interventions makes the study contribute to a developing but discontinuous body of literature. The review will be useful to a large extent to the policymakers, development practitioners and scholars who wish to find evidence based new information on the use of the digital solution to agricultural resilience. In adition to this, it enables transfer of technological innovation to practical climate adaptation interventions within low resource agricultural settings.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title of the manuscript is mostly suitable and reflects correctly the scope and content covered. It clearly outlines the focus on artificial intelligence, climate smart agriculture, resilience of smallholders and sub Saharan African context. 
Minor suggestion: Capitalization and spacing should be standardized for clarity. (e.g.; AI-Enabled Climate-Smart Agriculture for Smallholder Resilience in Sub-Saharan Africa: A Systematic Review
	

	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 written in detailed and impeccably structured way, with a clear description of the background, goals methodlogy, main findings and conclusions. It is suitable because it reports databases searched on, time frame decided upon and number of studies include the small quantity of studies included  in the research and the short term character of the evidence as it would provide  a more impartial picture. Minor language refining would further improve readability. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	On the whole the paper has a high level of scientific rigor and meets all the requirements of a systematic review including the 2020 PRISMA guidelines a PICO framing and quality appraisal using the MMAT tool. The methodology has been well explained and logically outlined and the synthesis has adequately addresses the heterogeneity of the included studies. The conclusions are generally supported by the evidence presented though causal language should occasionally be softened to reflect the predominance of pilot scale and short term studies.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are adequate and up to date. The representation from the last 2020-25 source is strong. The latest peer reviewed  articles, institutional reports (FAO, CGIAR, AICCRA) and trustworthy documentation are used in manuscript, which is suitable in the topic. Nevertheless the authors can include a couple of additional peer reviewed empirical studies of the digital advisory systems and AI ethics in agriculture to further provide the academic background. Consistency in referencing and citation style must be also verified.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The language is fairly straightforward and comprehensible and the manuscript is readable by an academic audience. Nonetheless the text contains a number of grammatical mistakes, repition of phrases, lack of tenses, and fewer typing mistakes. Certain parts are too much descriptive and can be concised. Professional editing of the language is suggested throughout the paper prior to the publication to enhance the clarity and scholarly tone.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This a systematic review that is informative and well structured and addresses a significant research gap. The discussion section is also strong specifically in the findings which will help to policymakers and practitioners, In order to make the manuscript better the suthors should ;
a. Simplify the redundant 

b. explain the differences between evidence based on peer-reviewed articles and project reports.

c. Strengthen the critical appraisal of the limitations.

The revision will be useful to the body of literature on digital architecture and climate resilience. 
	


	PART  2: 



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


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

No major ethical issues are identified in this manuscript. The study is systematic review based on secondary data that is previously published and publicly available sources and no primary data was collected.
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