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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 provides valuable information on the determinants, impacts, and challenges of smallholder farmer commercialisation, focusing specifically on Ethiopia. It contributes to understanding how smallholder commercialisation can enhance food security, income generation, and rural development while addressing potential risks like environmental degradation and gender inequality. Its findings can inform strategies to promote sustainable agricultural transformation, not only in Ethiopia but also in similar contexts across sub-Saharan Africa.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	No, it is not scholarly suitable because of redundant terms like “Smallholder Producer’s Farmers.” It can be improved to “Toward Market-Oriented Farming: A Review of Smallholder Commercialization in Ethiopia.”
	

	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 of the article provides a general overview of smallholder farmer commercialization in Ethiopia, but it is not comprehensive. It lacks a clear articulation of the study's objectives, methodology, key findings, and practical implications. Here are specific suggestions for improvement:
· Include specific objectives, such as examining determinants, impacts, and challenges of smallholder commercialisation.
· Include a brief mention of the methodology used, such as the systematic review approach and the sources of data (e.g., published literature, reports).
· Highlight key findings regarding determinants (e.g., infrastructure, resource endowments), impacts (e.g., food security, income), and challenges (e.g., market barriers, climate change).
· Briefly explain how the findings can inform policy or practical strategies for improving smallholder commercialization in Ethiopia.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct in terms of its subject, as it addresses the critical topic of smallholder farmer commercialization in Ethiopia, a well-documented area of research. However, several issues undermine its scientific rigor and credibility. It requires significant improvements in methodology, critical analysis, use of recent literature, and clarity of language. Below are my observations:
· The methodology lacks detail. To ensure reproducibility and credibility, a review must clearly state the search strategy, inclusion/exclusion criteria, and data synthesis methods.
· The reliance on secondary sources without a critical appraisal of their quality or relevance weakens the scientific foundation.
· The discussion of determinants and impacts is often descriptive rather than analytical. For instance, while determinants like infrastructure and market access are mentioned, the manuscript does not explore their interconnections or relative significance.
· The recommendations are generic and lack specific, actionable information in Ethiopia's context. For example, "facilitating access to financial credit" is a valid point but requires further elaboration on implementation strategies.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions for additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript's references are extensive, but many are not the most recent. While older studies can provide historical context, recent research is crucial for addressing contemporary issues and offering updated information on smallholder farmer commercialisation. Additionally, the references lack representation of the latest methodologies or frameworks used in agricultural economics and commercialization studies.
· Add more references from the past 5–10 years to incorporate updated findings and methodologies—recent studies on smallholder commercialisation in Ethiopia.
· Include works that examine the impact of government policies, international trade dynamics, and technological interventions on smallholder commercialisation.
	

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


	
	

	Optional/General comments


	Check my attached document
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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
	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	NA
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	I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer
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	MARKS of this  manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 

( Highest: 10  Lowest: 0 )

Guideline: 

Accept As It Is: (>9-10)

Minor Revision: (>8-9)

Major Revision: (>7-8)

Serious Major revision: (>5-7)

Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)

Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
	7.2 (Major Revision)
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