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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 makes an important contribution to the scientific community by providing empirical evidence on how Climate-Smart Agriculture (CSA) interventions translate into measurable resilience outcomes in fragile semi-arid systems. By integrating hierarchical regression and structural equation modeling (SEM), it advances methodological rigor in understanding both direct and indirect pathways—particularly the mediating role of livelihood capitals. The study fills a critical regional knowledge gap by focusing on northeastern Nigeria, a highly climate-vulnerable area that is underrepresented in resilience research. Its findings offer valuable insights for researchers and policymakers by demonstrating that asset-based strategies (physical and natural capital) are central to resilience building, thereby informing more targeted and effective climate adaptation frameworks in dryland environments.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The title is clear, specific, and well-aligned with the study. It effectively captures the key elements—Climate-Smart Agriculture (CSA), policy interventions, environmental resilience, and the geographic focus on semi-arid Nigeria (Yobe State)—making it informative and relevant for the target scientific audience.

	

	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: 5 = Excellent
The abstract is comprehensive and well-structured, clearly presenting the background, objectives, methodology, key findings, and implications of the study. It effectively communicates both the statistical rigor (e.g., regression and SEM results) and the practical significance of the findings, making it highly informative for readers.

	

	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: 5 = Excellent
The keywords are highly relevant and well-chosen, accurately reflecting the core themes of the study such as Climate-Smart Agriculture, livelihood capitals, community resilience, and institutional governance. They are specific enough to enhance discoverability in academic databases and align closely with the study’s methodology and regional focus.

	

	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: 4 = Good
The background information appears sufficient and logically organized, providing a clear context on climate variability, ecosystem degradation, and the relevance of Climate-Smart Agriculture (CSA) in semi-arid regions. It successfully establishes the research gap, particularly the limited understanding of structural pathways linking CSA to resilience. However, it could be strengthened further by incorporating more recent or region-specific studies and offering a slightly deeper theoretical framing of livelihood capitals and institutional mediation.

	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The research objectives are clearly stated and well-defined, with a strong focus on examining both direct and indirect pathways linking Climate-Smart Agriculture (CSA) interventions to community resilience. The study’s intent to assess the mediating roles of livelihood capitals and institutional factors is explicit, making the analytical direction and hypotheses easy to understand.

	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
The literature review is relevant and aligns well with the study’s focus on Climate-Smart Agriculture, livelihood capitals, and resilience in semi-arid contexts. It adequately supports the research problem and highlights key theoretical and empirical contributions. However, it could be further strengthened by incorporating more recent studies and a broader range of region-specific or comparative research to enhance its currency and depth.

	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The research methodology is highly appropriate for the study’s objectives. The use of hierarchical multiple regression and structural equation modeling (SEM) is well-suited to examine both direct and indirect relationships among CSA interventions, livelihood capitals, and resilience outcomes. Additionally, the sample size and multi-location data collection enhance the robustness and generalizability of the findings.

	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
Ethical considerations are not clearly detailed in the provided abstract. While the study involves human participants (farming households), there is no explicit mention of informed consent, confidentiality, or ethical approval. If these were addressed in the full paper, they should be stated more clearly to strengthen transparency and research integrity.

	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The results are presented clearly and logically, with key statistical findings (e.g., β values, p-values, and R²) reported in a concise and interpretable manner. The distinction between direct and indirect effects, as well as the role of livelihood capitals and institutional mediation, is effectively communicated, making the findings easy to follow and scientifically robust.

	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


	Rating: 4 = Good
The tables and figures appear relevant and supportive of the analysis, particularly in illustrating statistical relationships and model outcomes (e.g., regression and SEM results). They contribute to clarity and help readers interpret complex findings. However, minor improvements in labeling, captions, or simplification (if overly dense) could further enhance readability and effectiveness.

	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
The discussion appropriately links the study’s findings to existing literature, particularly in highlighting the role of livelihood capitals and Climate-Smart Agriculture in resilience building. It provides a reasonable comparison with prior studies and supports the interpretation of results. However, a more critical engagement with contrasting findings and inclusion of more recent or regionally diverse studies would further strengthen the discussion.

	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The conclusions are well-supported by the data and align closely with the reported statistical findings. The evidence from regression and structural equation modeling clearly justifies the emphasis on livelihood capital accumulation—particularly physical and natural capital—as key drivers of resilience. The interpretation remains consistent with the results and avoids overgeneralization, strengthening the study’s validity.

	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The manuscript presents a well-structured and insightful analysis of Climate-Smart Agriculture (CSA) and its role in enhancing community resilience in semi-arid regions. The integration of advanced statistical techniques, such as hierarchical regression and structural equation modeling, strengthens the credibility of the findings. The study makes a valuable contribution by highlighting the importance of livelihood capital accumulation, particularly physical and natural assets, in resilience building. Overall, it offers meaningful implications for both researchers and policymakers working on climate adaptation and sustainable agriculture.
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The references are highly relevant, comprehensive, and sufficient in number to support the study. They include a strong mix of recent publications (up to 2025–2026), foundational theories, and region-specific studies, which enhances both the credibility and contextual depth of the research. The inclusion of key institutional reports (e.g., FAO, IPCC, World Bank) alongside peer-reviewed journal articles demonstrates a well-balanced and rigorous literature base.

	

	15. 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: 5 = Excellent
The manuscript is written in clear, precise, and well-structured language. The arguments are logically presented, and technical terms are used appropriately, making the content easily understandable for the target academic audience.

	



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, clear, and accurately reflects the scope, methodology, and geographical focus of the study.

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	Yes
The abstract is comprehensive and effectively summarizes the key aspects of the study, including the background, objectives, methodology, major findings, and implications.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	Yes
The manuscript is scientifically sound, with appropriate methodology, valid analytical techniques, and conclusions that are well-supported by the data.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	YES
The references are sufficient in number and include many recent studies (up to 2025–2026), along with key foundational and institutional sources, ensuring both relevance and scientific rigor.

	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	NO
There are no apparent ethical issues based on the provided information. However, it would still be beneficial for the manuscript to explicitly state ethical approval, informed consent, and confidentiality measures to ensure full transparency.

	


[bookmark: _Hlk228262614]PART 3

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

	
	Author’s Feedback

	The manuscript addresses a highly relevant topic and provides a strong empirical contribution to understanding how Climate-Smart Agriculture (CSA) enhances resilience in semi-arid regions. The use of advanced analytical tools such as hierarchical regression and structural equation modeling adds rigor and depth to the study. The findings are clearly presented and have practical implications for policy and climate adaptation strategies, particularly in fragile dryland contexts.
To further strengthen the manuscript, the authors may consider explicitly stating ethical procedures followed during data collection, enhancing the discussion with more recent and regionally diverse literature, and briefly elaborating on study limitations. Minor improvements in figure/table presentation and clarity of captions could also enhance readability. Overall, the manuscript is well-written, scientifically sound, and suitable for publication with minor revisions.
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