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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 paper is important because it shifts the conversation in precision agriculture from isolated technologies to the data systems and decision-making processes that span an entire agribusiness. It makes a central contribution of a framework that links data, analytics, AI and information systems to decisions and ultimately sustainable agribusiness outcomes – bridging technical work with information systems and governance research. In this case, the paper argues that the binding constraint is not sensing or AI accuracy, but rather interoperability, governance and organizational adoption. This reframing is useful to researchers, system developers and policy makers alike as it directs future research to consider how these technologies are actually implemented and used in real agribusiness systems.  
	




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
	5-Clear and covers AI, data-driven IS, and sustainable agribusiness well
	

	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- Covers the main components but is fairly dense, with some claims stated strongly
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 - Consistent with the scope and searchable
	

	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 - Sets up the topic well with a clear gap, but somewhat broad
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 - Four objectives clearly identified and tied to the paper
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 - Mostly on-point, but mixes in some industry/non-peer-reviewed sources
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 - Substantial 2023–2026 literature while still appropriately using foundational sources
	

	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
	3 - Method is described, but doesn't directly use Scopus/WoS — no exact counts or PRISMA
	

	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 -  Genuine synthesis/taxonomy present, but parts remain descriptive synthesis
	

	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

	5 - Standout section, especially the research agenda in Table 5
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 - Generally evidence-based, though the claim that governance is the binding constraint may be a bit strong
	

	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
	5 - Key limitations are stated fairly directly and comprehensively
	

	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
	3 - Many good sources, but some references remain as platform names/incomplete metadata
	

	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 - Overall good language, but some sentences are long and dense
	




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 clearly covers AI, data-driven IS, and sustainable agribusiness, accurately reflecting the paper's scope.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES – The abstract covers the motivation, framework, and contribution, though it is fairly dense and could be tightened for clarity.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES – The overall logic and content are consistent. Some conclusions (e.g., framing governance as the binding constraint) should be interpreted with appropriate caution given the review methodology's limitations.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO - While the reference list is up-to-date (many 2023–2026 sources), several entries are cited only by platform name (e.g., Frontiers, PMC, ScienceDirect) rather than complete bibliographic details. Suggestion: Authors should verify and complete full reference metadata (author, year, journal/publisher) for all citations before final submission.
	

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

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

	NO - No clear research ethics concerns are evident in the manuscript. The use of AI tools (e.g., Grammarly/ChatGPT) for language and reference formatting assistance has already been disclosed.
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