

Review Form 3
	

	Book Name:
	Sustainable Agriculture and Climate Change: A Comprehensive Reference for Researchers and Scientists

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_BPR_7359

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Climate-Smart Water Management in Agriculture: A Comprehensive Review of Strategies, Technologies, and Policy Frameworks

	Type of the Article
	Book Chapter



	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 provides a timely, well-structured, and comprehensive synthesis of the complex field of climate-smart water management in agriculture. Its primary value lies in its integrated perspective, bridging the gap between detailed technical reviews of specific practices (like deficit irrigation) and broader discussions of governance and policy. By systematically connecting agronomic innovations, advanced technologies, and socio-economic dimensions, the manuscript serves as an excellent foundational reference for researchers entering the field and a valuable update for established scientists. The clear articulation of persistent knowledge gaps provides a strong roadmap for future research priorities, enhancing its utility for the scientific community.
	

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

	Yes, the title is very suitable. It is accurate, comprehensive, and clearly reflects the scope and content of the review. The keywords Strategies, Technologies, and Policy Frameworks  are perfectly mirrored in the manuscript's structure.
	

	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 excellent and highly comprehensive. It succinctly summarizes the problem, the scope of the review, the key technologies and practices examined, and the main conclusions. The mention of the food-energy-water nexus and knowledge gaps is particularly strong.
Minor Suggestion: The final sentence could be slightly strengthened by explicitly mentioning the goal of achieving water and food security, for example: ...to deliver climate-resilient agricultural water management and ensure global water and food security.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically robust and correct. The arguments are logically constructed and well-supported by evidence from the cited literature. The authors accurately represent the complexities and nuances of the topics discussed, such as the irrigation efficiency paradox (Grafton et al., 2018) and the distinction between physical and economic water scarcity (Rosa et al., 2020). The manuscript does not overstate claims and appropriately highlights areas of uncertainty, making it a reliable and credible piece of scientific work.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The reference list is both sufficient and recent. It includes a strong balance of seminal, foundational papers (e.g., Godfray et al., 2010; Rockström et al., 2009) and very recent, high-impact studies from the last 3-5 years (e.g., Jägermeyr et al., 2021; Puy et al., 2021; Rosa et al., 2020). The sources are authoritative and relevant to the topics covered.
Optional Suggestions for Consideration: To further enrich specific sections, the authors might consider:
• For precision agriculture: Bwambale, E., et al. (2022). "Smart irrigation monitoring and control strategies." Agricultural Water Management.
• For groundwater governance: The OECD (2015) report, Drying Wells, Rising Stakes: Towards Sustainable Agricultural Groundwater Use.
• For agroforestry and water: A more recent meta-analysis like Kuyah, S., et al. (2020). "Agroforestry yields and soil water dynamics." Agriculture, Ecosystems & Environment.
	

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

	Absolutely. The language is of a very high standard, clear, precise, and suitable for scholarly communication. The writing is fluent, the terminology is used correctly, and the arguments are easy to follow. No corrections are needed.

	

	Optional/General comments

	This is an outstanding piece of work. The logical flow from problem definition (Section 3) to conceptual framework (Section 4), then to solutions (Sections 5-7) and enabling environments (Section 8) is highly effective. The inclusion of a dedicated section on "Knowledge Gaps and Future Research Directions" (Section 9) and a "Limitations" section (Section 11) demonstrates scholarly rigor and adds significant value. This manuscript is a model of what a comprehensive review should be.

(Minor Revision)
This score reflects the manuscript's exceptional quality, scientific rigor, and comprehensive scope. The suggested minor revisions are aimed at further enhancing an already excellent document, not at correcting fundamental flaws.

	




	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. The manuscript is a review of published literature and contains no primary research involving human subjects or animals that would raise ethical concerns.
	




	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No. There is no evidence of competing interests. The review is balanced and presents a fair assessment of the literature without bias towards any particular technology, institution, or commercial product.
	



	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	Plagiarism is not suspected. The manuscript is original in its synthesis and composition. All sources are appropriately and thoroughly cited, demonstrating a clear distinction between the authors' own analysis and the work of others.
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