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Questions

Résultat de I'évaluation
[Mauvais] 1-5 [Excellent]

1. Le titre est clair et adapté au contenu de I'article.

4.5/5

En tant qu’étude prospective, enquéteurs et enquétés peuvent se faire des représentations
différentes de I’lA. Cela pourrait agir sur les résultats obtenus ; surtout que 61.31% des

enquétés seulement ont un dipléme supérieur.

2. Le résumé présente les objectifs, les méthodes et les résultats. 4.5/5
La méthode quantitative n’est pas explicitement mentionnée
3. Cet article comporte quelques erreurs grammaticales et 455

orthographiques.

1. Dans la conclusion, il faut respecter la ponctuation. Aprés (:)nous préférons des tirets
(-) en lieu et place des points (.).Aussi veuillez séparer les éléments cités par des points

virgules( ;)

N

Sauf erreur de notre part, c’est le test khi-deux et non chi-deux

3. Dans les références, nous proposons de séparer les noms des auteurs par (et) en lieu et

place de (&)
4. Les méthodes d'étude sont expliquées clairement. 5/5
1l faut néanmoins préciser l'usage de la méthode quantitative
5. Les résultats sont clairs et ne comportent aucune erreur. 5/5
Bonne presentation des résultats
6. Les conclusions ou le résumé sont précis et étayes par le 55
contenu.
Légeéres corrections au niveau de la rédaction de la conclusion
7. Les références sont complétes et pertinentes. 5/5

Les références sont récentes pour la plupart. Dans ['introduction, aucun auteur n’a été
convoqué.il faut donc préciser les références de vos constats dans l’introduction.

Recommandation géenérale (cochez une croix pour indiquer votre recommandation) :

| Accepté, aucune modification nécessaire

[ |




Accepté, modification mineure nécessaire
Retour pour modification majeure et nouvelle soumission
Refusé

Commentaires et suggestions a l'intention des auteurs : Sujet tres pertinent. 1l aborde une question

d’actualit¢ qui pourrait aider a trouver des solutions pour une sécurit¢ alimentaire en
RDC.
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1. The title is clear, and it is adequate for the content of the

article. 5

The title accurately and clearly reflects the content, scope and prospective (“anticipated")
nature of the study. It correctly identifies the object (environmental challenges), the
technology (Al), the sector (peri-urban agriculture) and the geographic setting (Kinshasa). No
change is required.

2. The abstract presents objectives, methods, and results. 5

The abstract is well structured and provided in both French and English. It clearly states the
objective, the theoretical framework (TAM, environmental justice, eco-efficiency), the method
(survey of 411 farmers, descriptive statistics, chi-square tests, Probit model), the main results
(86.13% favourable perception; 78.83% without electricity; 54.99% digitally illiterate) and
the recommendations. Consider adding one sentence on the sampling strategy and the study
site (Kimwenza) to the English version, which currently omits the site named in the French
abstract.

3. There are a few grammatical errors and spelling mistakes in

this article. 4

The manuscript is generally well written and readable, with few spelling errors. However, the
style is frequently metaphorical and journalistic (e.g. "oxygene des systemes alimentaires",
"systeme circulatoire”, peripherie "asphyxiee™), which is not appropriate for a scientific
article and should be toned down in favour of precise, neutral phrasing. Some sentences are
overly long and would benefit from being split for clarity.

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 3

The methodology needs strengthening. The sampling technique and the way the 411
respondents were selected are not described, and no justification of the sample size is given.
The questionnaire is not appended and its reliability/validity (pre-testing, internal
consistency) is not reported. The Probit model is mentioned but its full specification is
missing: the list and coding of the explanatory variables, the operationalisation of the
dependent variable, and the estimation diagnostics should be presented explicitly. The paper
also alternates between 15 and 17 million inhabitants for Kinshasa; these figures should be
harmonised and sourced.

5. The results are clear and do not contain errors. 3

The descriptive results are clearly presented, but several issues should be corrected. Table
numbering is inconsistent: two different tables are both labelled "Tableau 7". Tables 1 and 2
are cited with a title and source, but their content does not appear in the text. Some p-values
reported in the Discussion do not match those in the Results section (crop type appears as
p=0.001 in the bivariate analysis but p=0.017 in the Probit model, and digital literacy and




perception of soil impact are both cited as p=0.013); please reconcile. Finally, a high level of
higher education (61.31%) coexists with 54.99% "digital illiteracy" - this apparent tension
deserves a brief explanation.

6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and supported by

the content. 4

The conclusions are consistent with the findings, and the recommendations (decentralised
solar mini-grids, digital inclusion, anticipatory e-waste regulation) follow logically from the
results. One caveat should be acknowledged more explicitly: because Al is not yet in use
locally, the "perceived environmental viability" measures expectations rather than observed
impact, and this prospective, hypothetical nature of the outcome variable is a genuine
limitation that slightly overstates the empirical reach of the conclusions. The summary of
hypotheses H1-H5 is otherwise accurate.

7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate. 3

The reference list is relevant to the local context and appropriately draws on Congolese
sources and grey literature. However, it relies heavily on local reports and institutional
documents and includes few international peer-reviewed studies on Al in agriculture,
precision agriculture or e-waste, which would strengthen the theoretical grounding. Several
citations carry future or same-year dates (e.g. Mukendi & Tshimanga, 2026; Kabengele,
2025; an EACO workshop dated "Kinshasa, 2026") that should be verified and, where
unpublished, clearly identified as such. Formatting should be checked for consistency (Lelo
Nzuzi 2011 and 2021 appear with identical titles).

Overall Recommendation (mark an X with your recommendation)
Accepted, no revision needed

Accepted, minor revision needed

Return for major revision and resubmission

Reject

Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s):

Overall, this is a timely and locally relevant study addressing an important and original question:
the anticipated environmental implications of introducing Al in peri-urban agriculture in Kinshasa.
The field survey (411 respondents) and the Probit modelling provide a solid empirical basis, and
the recommendations are sensible. Before the paper can be published, the following points require
attention:



(1) strengthen the methodology by describing the sampling strategy, sample-size justification, the
questionnaire and its reliability, and the full Probit specification (variable list, coding,
diagnostics);

(2) correct the table numbering (two tables labelled "Tableau 7") and include the content of Tables
1 and 2, which are cited but not shown;

(3) reconcile the p-values that differ between the Results and Discussion sections;

(4) explicitly acknowledge that, since Al is not yet used locally, the dependent variable measures
perceptions/expectations rather than observed impact;

(5) moderate the metaphorical style in favour of neutral scientific language; and

(6) broaden the references with international peer-reviewed literature and verify the future-dated
citations. Addressing these points would substantially improve the rigour and clarity of an
otherwise valuable contribution.



