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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)


	[bookmark: _Hlk170903434]
	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 review addresses the critical global challenge of agricultural water scarcity by providing a comprehensive synthesis of deficit irrigation strategies in horticultural production. The manuscript integrates physiological, agronomic, and technological perspectives, making it highly relevant for both researchers and practitioners. The evidence-based synthesis of regulated deficit irrigation, partial root-zone drying, and smart irrigation technologies represents a valuable resource for advancing sustainable water management. The work is particularly timely given the intensifying pressures of climate change and growing competition for freshwater resources.
	




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	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
	

	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
	5
	

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

	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
	5
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	

	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
	4
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	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
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	5
	





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 is descriptive, specific, and accurately reflects the scope of the review article.

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
YES. The abstract comprehensively covers the scope, methods, key findings, and conclusions of the review.
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The manuscript is scientifically sound. The physiological mechanisms are accurately described, the synthesis of quantitative evidence is well-handled, and the interpretation of results is appropriate. Minor suggestion: the discussion of osmotic adjustment (Section 3.4) would benefit from a quantitative comparison of proline accumulation levels across crop species to strengthen the comparative perspective.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The reference list comprises over 33 peer-reviewed sources spanning 2004-2026, including recent meta-analyses and primary research articles. Foundational earlier works are appropriately included. The references adequately cover all major deficit irrigation strategies and crop species discussed. Minor suggestion: additional references on economic modelling of deficit irrigation trade-offs in smallholder farming contexts would strengthen Section 7.2.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The manuscript draws on over 150 peer-reviewed sources published between 2005 and 2026, including recent meta-analyses, systematic reviews, and primary research articles. Foundational earlier works are appropriately cited to provide historical context. The reference list adequately covers all major deficit irrigation strategies and horticultural crop categories discussed in the review. Minor suggestion: additional references addressing economic modelling of deficit irrigation trade-offs in smallholder farming contexts would further strengthen Section 7.2.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)
NO
(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	NO
	



Reviewer details:

Mykola Kovalov, Central Ukrainian National Technical University, Ukraine








Page 2 of 3
V240326


