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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 is important because it integrates precision irrigation, rainwater harvesting, and deficit irrigation into a unified framework for water-smart agriculture. It provides clear evidence of water-saving strategies that maintain or improve crop productivity, while identifying research gaps and adoption challenges. Its global perspective and practical focus make it a valuable resource for scientists, policymakers, and practitioners aiming to enhance food security under water scarcity. However, evidence is often short-term (1–3 seasons), so long-term soil, salinity, and ecological impacts remain underexplored; and results may not be universally generalizable due to variability in climate, soil, and crop types.

	

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

	The current title, “Water-Smart Agriculture: A Comprehensive Review of Precision Irrigation, Rainwater Harvesting, and Deficit Irrigation Strategies,” is clear, descriptive, and accurate, as it highlights the three main strategies reviewed and signals that it’s a comprehensive review.

	

	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 is strong in clearly presenting the problem, key strategies, and evidence-based outcomes, making it informative and structured. Its weak points are limited specificity on crop/system examples, and minor omission of digital/AI technologies in precision irrigation.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	Yes, the manuscript appears scientifically correct. It accurately presents concepts, methods, and evidence from peer-reviewed literature, correctly explains physiological principles (e.g., deficit irrigation, partial root-zone drying), and cites appropriate sources. The interpretations of water productivity, irrigation technologies, and crop responses are consistent with current scientific understanding.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The references are generally sufficient and cover foundational studies as well as key contemporary research up to 2017–2018. They provide a solid scientific basis for the review.
Limitations / suggestions:
· Some cited studies are slightly older (pre-2010), especially in precision irrigation and IoT/AI applications; more recent references from 2018–2025 could strengthen the review, reflecting advances in sensor networks, machine learning, and smallholder adoption studies.
· Including references on climate change impacts on irrigation demand, satellite-based irrigation monitoring, and recent developments in mobile advisory services for smallholders would enhance currency and relevance.

	

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

	
Yes, the language and English quality of the manuscript are suitable for scholarly communication. The writing is clear, formal, and coherent, with appropriate scientific terminology. A few minor sentences could be slightly simplified for readability, but overall, it meets academic standards for publication.




	

	Optional/General comments

	
The manuscript is comprehensive, scientifically robust, and relevant, clearly integrating key water-smart strategies. Minor improvements—highlighting recent advances and socio-economic aspects, or adding a schematic—could further enhance clarity and impact.


	




	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? 

	No, there are no apparent ethical issues in this manuscript. It is a literature review based on published studies and does not involve human or animal subjects, experimental interventions, or sensitive data.

	




	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	Based on the content provided, there are no apparent competing interest issues. The manuscript is a scholarly review and does not show any conflicts of interest, commercial bias, or affiliation-related influence.

	



	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	Based on the text you provided, there is no direct evidence of plagiarism. The manuscript cites sources appropriately throughout and appears to synthesize existing literature rather than copying it verbatim. To be certain, a plagiarism detection tool (e.g., Turnitin, iThenticate, or Grammarly’s plagiarism checker) would be required to scan the full manuscript against published sources.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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