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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 addresses the increasingly significant role of digital technologies in advancing sustainable agriculture, particularly through the integration of sensors, Internet of Things (IoT) infrastructure, and artificial intelligence–driven decision-support systems. The topic is timely and highly relevant as agricultural systems face growing pressure to improve productivity while minimizing environmental impacts under climate change. The manuscript synthesizes a broad body of literature to explain how precision agriculture technologies can optimize resource use, particularly nutrients, water, and crop protection inputs.

However, while the topic is important and the review compiles relevant literature, the manuscript would benefit from greater analytical depth, clearer methodological rigor in the literature review, and a more critical synthesis of empirical evidence rather than a largely descriptive discussion. Strengthening these aspects would significantly enhance its scientific contribution and better align it with the standards expected of high-impact scholarly publications.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The current title is overly long and somewhat descriptive rather than analytical. Please consider “Precision Agriculture and Digital Technologies for Sustainable Resource Management in Agriculture”
	

	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.

	1. The abstract states that the paper is a review, but does not clearly describe the type of review conducted (narrative review, systematic review, or scoping review).
2. The abstract remains largely descriptive and does not summarize key findings or trends from the reviewed literature.
3. The abstract should explicitly highlight what new insight this review contributes beyond existing reviews on digital agriculture.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	One significant weakness of the manuscript concerns the methodological rigor of the literature review. Although Section 2 outlines the sources used for literature selection, the description remains insufficiently detailed for a scholarly review article. Specifically, the manuscript does not clearly present the search strategy employed, including the exact keywords, search combinations, and database query procedures. In addition, the study does not describe a screening protocol for filtering relevant studies, nor does it report the number of articles initially identified, screened, and ultimately included in the review. The absence of a PRISMA-style flow diagram or equivalent filtering process further limits transparency in the literature selection procedure. Similarly, the manuscript does not provide clear inclusion and exclusion statistics that would demonstrate the systematic nature of the review. Without these methodological elements, the review may appear selective or narrative rather than systematic, thereby weakening the study's methodological credibility.

Another limitation concerns the limited level of critical synthesis across the reviewed literature. Much of the manuscript summarizes prior studies rather than integrating them into a deeper analytical discussion. Several sections provide descriptive explanations of sensing technologies, narrative summaries of artificial intelligence applications, and general statements about the sustainability potential of digital agriculture. While these descriptions are informative, the manuscript would benefit from stronger analytical engagement with the literature. In particular, the discussion rarely compares competing findings across studies, evaluates contradictory evidence, or critically assesses the conditions under which digital agriculture technologies produce measurable sustainability benefits. A more rigorous conceptual synthesis framework would enable the authors to integrate the literature more effectively and highlight emerging patterns, research gaps, and theoretical implications.

A further weakness lies in the underdeveloped analytical framework introduced in the manuscript. The paper proposes the “sensing–inference–decision–actuation pipeline” as a conceptual structure for understanding digital agriculture systems; however, this framework is not fully elaborated into a comprehensive analytical model. The discussion would be significantly strengthened if the authors developed this pipeline into a clearer conceptual framework that systematically explains how sustainability outcomes emerge from the interaction of technological layers. For instance, the manuscript could illustrate how sensing systems generate data, how analytical models transform data into decisions, and how operational interventions ultimately influence environmental outcomes. Including a conceptual figure or diagram representing the digital agriculture ecosystem could further clarify these relationships and enhance the manuscript’s theoretical contribution.

Finally, the manuscript demonstrates limitations in the empirical evidence supporting some sustainability claims. In several sections, statements regarding environmental benefits are presented in general terms rather than supported by quantified evidence from empirical studies. Examples include claims related to pesticide reduction through selective spraying, improvements in irrigation efficiency through digital monitoring systems, and environmental benefits associated with variable-rate fertilization technologies. While these assertions are plausible and supported by the literature, the manuscript would benefit from stronger empirical grounding, such as comparative studies, quantitative impact assessments, or meta-analytic findings. Incorporating more concrete empirical evidence would strengthen the scientific credibility of the conclusions and better demonstrate the measurable sustainability outcomes associated with digital agriculture technologies.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	None
	

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

	Minor improvements are needed: 
• conciseness (some sections are overly verbose)
• avoiding repetition of conceptual statements about sustainability.



	

	Optional/General comments

	
To improve the manuscript, the authors should strengthen the methodological transparency of the literature review, deepen the analytical integration of the findings, and develop a clearer conceptual framework that explains how digital agriculture systems translate into measurable sustainability outcomes. Additionally, including visual conceptual models or tables summarizing key technologies and sustainability impacts would significantly enhance clarity and scholarly value.

With these improvements, the manuscript has the potential to become a valuable reference contribution within the emerging literature on digital agriculture and sustainability.



	















	PART  2: 


	
	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 apparent ethical issues were identified in the manuscript.
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