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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 a relevant and timely issue for the scientific community by connecting artificial intelligence with food and nutrition security in the specific context of bird-induced cereal crop losses in Ghana. It is important because it brings together agricultural sustainability, precision farming, and food security, showing how AI-based tools such as drones and intelligent deterrent systems may provide more effective alternatives to labor-intensive traditional practices. The review is also valuable because it highlights a problem with clear economic, environmental, and social implications for farmers and for the wider agricultural sector. The manuscript therefore has potential significance as a synthesis of an emerging interdisciplinary topic that can support future research, technology development, and practical interventions in food-vulnerable agricultural settings.
	


PART  2.1 (Objective Publication)
	

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The title is generally clear, specific, and relevant to the content of the paper. It communicates the main themes well, namely artificial intelligence, food and nutrition security in Ghana, and bird-induced cereal crop losses, so readers can quickly understand the paper’s focus. However, the title is somewhat long and could be made more concise for stronger readability and impact. It is appropriate for the paper, but a slightly shorter version may improve clarity and presentation.
	

	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
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory
The abstract provides a clear overview of the topic, the problem context, and the potential relevance of AI-based solutions for reducing bird-induced cereal crop losses in Ghana. It also identifies the broader importance of the issue in relation to food security, agricultural sustainability, and farmer livelihoods. However, for a review article, the abstract would be stronger if it more clearly stated the review approach, such as how the literature was selected, synthesized, or evaluated, and if it briefly highlighted the main conclusions in a more structured way. As written, it is informative, but it is not fully comprehensive.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
The keywords are generally appropriate and useful because they reflect the central themes of the manuscript, including artificial intelligence, cereal crops, bird-related damage, food security, and drones. They help readers identify the paper’s interdisciplinary focus and improve discoverability in areas such as smart agriculture and crop protection. However, one or two keywords could be made more specific to the manuscript’s actual emphasis, such as including Ghana or bird-induced crop loss, to better capture the geographical and problem-specific scope of the review.
	

	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
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory
The paper provides sufficient background to explain the broader importance of food security, cereal production, bird-induced crop damage, and the possible relevance of AI-based solutions in agriculture. It also gives readers enough context to understand why this issue is important in Ghana and why the topic deserves review attention. However, the organization of the background could be improved, because some transitions are abrupt, a few ideas appear repetitive, and certain sentences seem compressed or merged in a way that affects clarity and flow. The background is therefore adequate, but it would benefit from tighter structure and clearer progression from the problem context to the specific objective of the review.
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory
The objectives are present and can be inferred from the title, abstract, and introductory discussion, particularly the aim of reviewing how artificial intelligence can help mitigate bird-induced cereal crop losses and support food and nutrition security in Ghana. The manuscript’s direction is therefore understandable to the reader. However, the objectives are not stated as clearly and explicitly as they could be in a dedicated sentence or paragraph. A more direct statement of the review’s specific objectives, scope, and intended contribution would improve clarity.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
The literature review is generally relevant to the topic of the manuscript because it discusses food security, cereal crop losses caused by birds, traditional bird deterrence methods, and the growing use of AI technologies such as drones, detection systems, and automated repellents in agriculture. The cited literature is therefore aligned with the paper’s central objective and supports the interdisciplinary link between agricultural protection and intelligent systems. However, the review would be stronger if it were more tightly focused on studies directly related to bird-induced crop loss and AI-based mitigation in contexts comparable to Ghana, rather than including some broader AI-in-agriculture discussion that is only indirectly connected to the main review question.
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
The literature review is reasonably recent, as it includes a number of current references from 2022 to 2025, particularly in relation to AI applications in agriculture and bird-control technologies. This gives the manuscript a fairly up-to-date foundation and shows awareness of recent developments in the field. At the same time, the review also relies on several older sources, some of which are useful for background and context, but the paper would be stronger if it engaged more consistently with the most recent empirical studies specifically focused on AI-based bird deterrence and crop protection. The literature is therefore current enough to be useful, but there is still room to strengthen its recency profile. 
	

	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
	Rating: 2 = Needs Improvement
The literature search methodology is not explained properly. The manuscript reads as a narrative review, but it does not clearly describe the databases searched, search terms, time range, inclusion and exclusion criteria, or the process used to select and synthesize the literature. Because these methodological details are missing, it is difficult for readers to assess the completeness, transparency, and reproducibility of the review. A dedicated methodology section would substantially strengthen the paper.
	

	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
	Rating: 2 = Needs Improvement
The manuscript includes useful literature and identifies several relevant technologies and application areas, but the discussion is mostly descriptive rather than critically analytical. The review tends to summarize what previous studies reported without consistently comparing findings, evaluating strengths and limitations, identifying contradictions, or clearly highlighting knowledge gaps in relation to Ghana’s context. A stronger critical analysis would require more synthesis across studies and a clearer discussion of what is known, what remains uncertain, and where future research is needed.
	

	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
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory
The manuscript does identify future directions to some extent, particularly by suggesting the need to tailor AI solutions to Ghana’s agricultural context, improve sustainability through options such as renewable-energy-powered systems, and integrate AI-based bird control into broader agricultural management strategies. These points give the paper some forward-looking value. However, the identification of research gaps is still fairly general and is not presented in a clearly structured or critical way. The paper would be stronger if it more explicitly highlighted specific unresolved gaps in the existing literature, especially regarding local validation, cost-effectiveness, scalability, farmer adoption, and environmental trade-offs in Ghana.
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
The conclusions are generally logical and consistent with the issues discussed throughout the manuscript, particularly the limitations of traditional bird deterrent methods and the potential of AI-based technologies to reduce cereal crop losses in Ghana. The concluding section also aligns with the paper’s broader emphasis on food security, agricultural sustainability, and farmer livelihoods. However, some concluding statements are somewhat assertive relative to the largely descriptive nature of the review, especially where implementation benefits are presented with limited critical qualification. The conclusions are therefore reasonable and relevant, but they would be stronger if they were framed more cautiously and tied more explicitly to the evidence synthesized in the review.
	

	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
	Rating: 2 = Needs Improvement
The limitations of the paper are not discussed clearly as a distinct part of the manuscript. While the review mentions challenges related to adoption, affordability, and implementation of AI-based systems, it does not adequately acknowledge the limitations of the review itself, such as possible gaps in literature coverage, lack of a defined search methodology, or the contextual uncertainty of applying findings from other settings to Ghana. A clearer limitations section would improve the paper’s transparency and help readers interpret the conclusions more appropriately.


	

	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
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory
The reference list includes a substantial number of authentic and relevant scholarly sources, and several citations appear to come from peer-reviewed journals in agriculture, food research, and artificial intelligence. This gives the manuscript a reasonably credible academic foundation. However, the overall quality of references is somewhat uneven, because the list appears to mix strong journal articles with a few sources that seem less central, less rigorous, or not directly aligned with the manuscript’s core focus. The reference section would be stronger if it relied more consistently on high-quality peer-reviewed studies directly related to AI-based bird deterrence, crop protection, and food security in comparable agricultural contexts.


	

	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
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory
The manuscript is generally understandable, and the main ideas can be followed without major difficulty. The topic, scope, and practical relevance are communicated clearly enough for readers to grasp the paper’s purpose. However, the language quality is uneven in several places, with awkward phrasing, grammatical issues, repetition, and some sentences that appear merged or insufficiently edited, which affects readability and flow. The manuscript would benefit from careful English language editing to improve clarity, sentence structure, and overall presentation.


	


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 because it clearly reflects the main focus of the manuscript, namely artificial intelligence, food and nutrition security in Ghana, and bird-induced cereal crop losses. It is informative and relevant to the paper’s subject, although it could be shortened slightly to improve conciseness and readability.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No. The abstract is informative, but it is not fully comprehensive for a review article. It would be improved by clearly stating the review approach, including how the literature was selected or assessed, and by summarizing the main findings and key conclusions in a more structured way.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No. The manuscript is scientifically relevant, but its scientific rigor is weakened by the absence of a clearly described review methodology, limited critical synthesis of the cited studies, and some claims that are broader than the evidence explicitly discussed. It would be improved by adding a transparent literature search and selection method, strengthening the critical comparison of prior studies, and ensuring that all conclusions and recommendations are more tightly supported by the reviewed evidence.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No. The references are relevant and include several recent sources, but they are not fully sufficient or consistently up to date for a strong review article. The manuscript would be improved by incorporating more recent peer-reviewed studies, especially from the last 3–5 years, that directly address AI-based bird deterrence, crop protection, and food security in contexts comparable to Ghana. It would also help to strengthen the reference list with more high-quality empirical studies and fewer broadly related sources that are only indirectly connected to the paper’s main focus.
	


	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):



	
	Author’s Feedback

	The manuscript addresses a relevant and potentially valuable topic at the intersection of artificial intelligence, crop protection, and food security in Ghana. Its main strength is the practical importance of the problem and the attempt to synthesize an interdisciplinary area with potential relevance for both researchers and agricultural stakeholders. However, in its current form, the paper reads more as a descriptive narrative overview than as a rigorous review article.

My main concerns are the lack of a clearly explained literature search methodology, limited critical analysis of the cited studies, insufficiently explicit identification of research gaps, and the absence of a clear discussion of the review’s own limitations. In addition, the manuscript would benefit from substantial language editing to improve clarity, coherence, and academic presentation. I therefore suggest serious major revision before the manuscript can be considered for publication.


	


PART  3: 

	

	
	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 details)
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