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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)
	
	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 paper is highly relevant and important to the agricultural science, information technology, and sustainable development policy communities. This research directly supports the transition from technology demonstration to the implementation of resilient, inclusive, and ecologically sound systems in climate-vulnerable agricultural regions.
	


PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)
	

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	The title is very precise, comprehensive, and accurately reflects the scope, critical methodology, and focus on implementation constraints.
Rating Scale: 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
	The abstract is very well structured, covering the objectives, literature review, key findings, technical limitations, and strategic recommendations.
Rating Scale: 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
	Relevant keywords.
Rating Scale: 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
	The introduction provides a strong conceptual framework, clearly distinguishes between technical efficiency and functional robustness, and explicitly identifies research gaps.
Rating Scale: 5
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The aims of the review are stated explicitly in Section 1.1, in line with the critical scope and narrative methodology adopted.

Rating Scale: 5
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The selected literature is highly relevant and covers engineering, agronomy, data science, governance, and socio-economic dimensions in a balanced manner.

Rating Scale: 5
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Very up-to-date references (until 2026), with strong integration between seminal works and recent publications in the field of agricultural IoT and climate resilience.

Rating Scale: 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
	Transparent methodology for narrative reviews. This can be reinforced with a brief justification for why a narrative approach is more appropriate than meta-analysis for this topic.

Rating Scale: 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
	The critical analysis is excellent; it successfully separates technical performance metrics from climate resilience endpoints, identifies publication bias, and evaluates the quality of evidence at multiple levels. Rating Scale: 5
	

	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
	The Future Directions section and Table 5 provide a highly structured, measurable, and immediately actionable research agenda for researchers and funding agencies.

Rating Scale: 5
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The conclusion is highly nuanced, avoids overgeneralization, and is rigorously underpinned by a critical synthesis throughout the chapter.

Rating Scale: 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
	Limitations are reviewed transparently and proportionally.

Rating Scale: 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
	References come from highly reputable, verified, peer-reviewed sources and are formatted consistently according to academic standards.

Rating Scale: 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
	The academic language is excellent and coherent. Light editing to shorten sentence structure would improve readability without altering the substance.

Rating Scale: 4
	


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 very appropriate and reflects the critical contribution of the manuscript.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, very comprehensive. Optional suggestion: explicitly state the number of core studies analyzed (if available) to enhance methodological transparency.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, it is methodologically and conceptually very strong.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, it is sufficient and very up-to-date. Please ensure the publication status of the 2026 reference has been verified.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)


	No
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