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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.
	The manuscript addresses an important and timely challenge for the scientific community, to maintain crop productivity under the combined pressures of heat, drought, and increasing water scarcity. 

The integrated perspective, bringing together crop physiology, genetics, soil and water management, irrigation technologies, digital decision-support tools, cropping systems, and water governance, gives a beneficiary systems-level framework to understand water-smart agriculture. 

The manuscript is specifically valuable in highlighting that no single technology can give a universal solution and that  solutions depends on climatic, soil, management, economic, and governance contexts. 

Overall, the review can contribute to interdisciplinary research, help  practitioners identify integrated strategies for improving water availability and climate resilience in various agricultural systems.
	


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, “Farming under Heat, Drought and Water Scarcity: An Integrated Critical Review of Water-Smart Crop Production in a Warming Climate,” is clear, informative, and appropriately indicates the manuscript’s scope and central theme. It effectively communicates , the agricultural focus, the major environmental stresses, and the integrated review approach. 

However, the title is somewhat long and could be made more concise, so retaining its key message. 

Overall, Rating 4
	

	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 comprehensive and efficiently summarizes the manuscript’s central problem, scope, integrated approach, and conclusion.

 It clearly evaluates the combined issues of heat, drought, and water scarcity and explains the manuscript’s emphasis on integrated, context-dependent water-smart agricultural strategies. It also highlights important cross-cutting considerations such as trade-offs, salinity, energy use, equity, and governance. 

However, the abstract could be strengthened by highlighting slightly more specific details on the review methodology and the principal outcomes or evidence produced, rather than relying mainly on broad conceptual conclusions.

Overall, Rating 4
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The keywords are generally appropriate and useful for indexing the manuscript because they capture its major themes. Also they align well with the manuscript’s interdisciplinary scope and would help researchers to locate the review in relevant agricultural and climate-resilience area.

 However, the keywords needs further optimization  by prioritizing the most specific and widely searchable terms,  avoiding any overlap or overly broad wording.

Rating: 4 (Good).
	

	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 given background information is sufficient and overall well organized. The Introduction establishes the importance of heat, drought, and water scarcity, justifies their interconnected effects on crop production, and clearly shows the rationale for adopting a systems-level approach to water-smart agriculture. 

The manuscript also acknowledges the limitations of technology-specific approaches and establishes the requirement to integrate crop, soil, irrigation, digital, cropping-system, and governance perspectives. 

However, the background could be strengthened by reducing some repetition and improving the progression from the global problem to the specific knowledge gap addressed.

A more concise and sharper framing of the research gap is necessary to make the introduction more impactful.

Rating: 4 (Good).


	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The objectives are explicitly stated in the Introduction. 

The manuscript clearly identifies four objectives. Rating: 5 (Excellent).


	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The literature review is highly relevant to the topic and covers the major dimensions of water-smart agriculture, 

The review also appropriately emphasizes interactions and trade-offs. 

Rating: 5 (Excellent).


	

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	IN the given manuscript search period is extending from 2000 to 4th July 2026, with foundational earlier studies retained where necessary. 

However, the reference list itself is relatively limited. 

Rating: 4 (Good).


	

	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
	The methodology is reasonably well described for a critical narrative review. The manuscript acknowledges  databases searched, eligibility and exclusion criteria, screening procedures, appraisal criteria, and the rationale for using a narrative rather than systematic approach. 

However, it does not give search strings for each database, record counts, dates of individual searches, or a reproducible screening flow, also the authors explicitly mention that no record counts are provided because the search was iterative and purposive. 

Rating: 4 (Good).


	

	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
	One of the strengths of the manuscript is that it does not simply catalogue technologies,  it discusses boundary conditions, trade-offs, uncertainty, scale effects, and implementation constraints. 

Rating: 5  (Excellent).


	

	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 manuscript identifies some of clear research priorities, including multi-environment trials under compound stress,  integration of remote sensing, improved water accounting, and groundwater observations, prospective validation of digital decision-support tools, policy experiments, salinity-resilient systems, and thresholds for transformational adaptation. 

Rating: 5 – Excellent


	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The conclusions are  consistent with the review's central argument that water-smart agriculture should be considered as coordinated risk management across multiple scales. They properly distinguish stronger evidence from areas where confidence is lower and identifies that plot-level efficiency does not necessarily translate into basin-level conservation. 

However, the limitation is that the conclusions are largely conceptual rather than based on a systematic synthesis of quantitative evidence. 

So, the conclusions are logical, but their strength should remain appropriately qualified.

Rating: 4 (Good).


	

	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
	Yes. A dedicated limitations section acknowledges selection and interpretive bias, heterogeneity of evidence, English-language and accessibility bias, uneven geographic coverage, transferability issues, and the rapidly changing evidence base for digital technologies. 

Rating: 5 (Excellent).


	

	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
	The references are generally from credible peer-reviewed journals and authoritative institutions. The citations are mostly appropriate for the claims being discussed. 

Although the reference base appears somewhat small for a 29-page interdisciplinary critical review. The manuscript would benefit from substantially more recent primary studies and systematic evidence, particularly from 2020–2026. Some sections repeatedly rely on the same foundational references.

Rating: 4 (Good).


	

	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 language is generally academic, technically appropriate, and understandable.

Although there is a major editorial weakness-extensive repetition of identical or nearly identical paragraphs is observed throughout the manuscript. 

The repetition disrupts the flow, reduces readability, and represents a formulaic appearance. Significant editing is required.

Rating: 3 (Satisfactory).


	


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 accurately reflects the subject, scope, and integrated critical-review approach. It is somewhat long, still remains informative and appropriate. 


	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, with some minor improvement recommended.

The abstract emphasizes the major problem, scope, approach, central findings, and implications. It could be strengthened by briefly stating the principal evidence base or methodological approach and making the key synthesized findings more specific. 


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO — not yet in its present form.

I would not say that the manuscript is scientifically incorrect overall, its central concepts and scientific arguments are generally reasonable and appropriately qualified. 

However, as an editor, I would say NO because the manuscript requires substantial scientific strengthening before it can be considered fully for publication.

Suggested comment:
The manuscript should be considered for major revision to strengthen the evidence base, update and include recent references, ensure that individual claims are adequately supported, and remove repetitive text. 

The authors should also emphasize on the distinction between evidence directly demonstrated by cited studies and broader conceptual or policy-level inferences. The conclusions should be aligned with the strength and limitations of the underlying evidence.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO.

The references are generally credible, but they are not sufficiently comprehensive or recent for a critical review.  

Suggested improvement:
Expand the references with recent peer-reviewed literature, particularly 2020–2026, including recent meta-analyses, field studies, multi-environment trials, water-accounting studies, digital agriculture validation, salinity research, and recent climate-adaptation and water-governance literature.


	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	NO.

I do not identify an apparent ethical issue.


	


Reviewer details:

Shanu Khandelval, India

Page 3 of 4
V240326


