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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 offers a timely synthesis of climate-smart water management in agriculture, linking water security, climate adaptation, and sustainable food production. Its value lies in integrating technical, agronomic, and policy perspectives, which helps researchers understand the field more holistically. It also highlights important research gaps, particularly in scaling solutions, supporting smallholders, and strengthening water governance. Overall, the manuscript offers a strong interdisciplinary contribution that can support both scientific advancement and more informed policy and practice in sustainable agricultural water management. 
	

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

	The title is slightly long, but it still accurately reflects the manuscript’s scope.
My suggestion for a concise alternative could be: Climate-Smart Water Management in Agriculture: Strategies, Technologies, and Policy Frameworks

	

	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 generally comprehensive and well aligned with the manuscript.
But it would benefit from greater focus. The long list of specific practices and technologies could be grouped into broader categories to improve readability. It would also help to briefly mention the review method, including the literature selection process and time range, to strengthen methodological clarity. If space is limited, the detailed reference to the food-energy-water nexus could be reduced unless it is a central framework. The ending could also be sharpened by stating the manuscript’s practical value for research, policy, and implementation more clearly.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	The manuscript is generally scientifically correct, and the thematic discussion is consistent with the cited literature. 
The methodology is adequate for a structured review, as it identifies the databases searched, the search terms, the time range, and the inclusion criteria. However, it lacks several elements of a rigorous systematic review, including a clear record of study selection, formal quality assessment, and quantitative synthesis. In addition, the manuscript does not present a conventional results section, but rather a thematic literature synthesis, which is acceptable for a review article. Overall, the manuscript is scientifically sound, but the methodology and interpretation of findings should be presented more cautiously and transparently.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The reference list is credible, but it ends in 2021, so it needs some newer sources if the review claims coverage through 2025. 
I suggest adding a few more recent references from 2022 to 2025 to strengthen the manuscript’s currency, especially for water adaptation, water-use efficiency monitoring, and digital irrigation technologies. Useful additions could include the IPCC AR6 Working Group II report on water and adaptation (https://www.ipcc.ch/report/ar6/wg2/chapter/chapter-4), the FAO and UN-Water update on SDG 6.4.1 water-use efficiency, and some articles like: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agwat.2024.108710, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wasec.2023.100161, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.atech.2024.100425. 
	

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

	
The English is generally suitable for scholarly communication. The manuscript has a clear academic tone, appropriate technical vocabulary, and mostly correct grammar and sentence structure 



	

	Optional/General comments

	



	




	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
	




	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	
No competing interest
	



	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	
8% -> its very good.
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