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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (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 synthesis of how artificial intelligence (AI) is transforming agricultural practices, from precision farming to livestock management, addressing critical challenges in feeding a projected 9.7 billion global population by 2050 . By integrating multidisciplinary insights—spanning machine learning algorithms, computer vision, and IoT‐enabled sensors—it highlights opportunities for resource optimization, disease detection, and sustainable intensification . The review also identifies implementation barriers, such as data security and infrastructure gaps, offering researchers clear directions for future work . As such, it will serve as a valuable reference for both agronomists and AI specialists seeking to bridge technological advances with real‐world farming needs.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	“Advancements and Future Prospects of Artificial Intelligence for Sustainable Agriculture.”
This suggested title emphasizes both the technological progress and the sustainability focus of the review .
	

	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 effectively outlines AI’s roles—economic performance, precision farming, disease detection, and automated machinery—but could be strengthened by specifying the main AI methods surveyed (e.g., deep learning, CNNs) and by mentioning geographic or case‐study highlights to anchor the discussion. Consider adding a brief note on ethical or data‐security challenges to foreshadow the manuscript’s discussion of barriers. You might also streamline repetitive phrases (e.g., “AI is showing significant change”) to improve conciseness.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the manuscript’s scientific content is sound, with claims well supported by current literature (e.g., disease detection accuracies, labor‐saving metrics) . However, some algorithm descriptions (such as blanket accuracy figures for CNNs) could benefit from nuance—clarify crop‐specific variations and experimental contexts. It would also help to acknowledge limitations in the underlying studies, such as dataset biases or sensor variability.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list spans journals and reports up to 2024, including FAO publications and recent technology evaluations . To enhance coverage, you might add high‐impact reviews from Trends in Plant Science or Nature Food (e.g., Zhou et al., 2024, on AI phenotyping) and recent discussions of AI ethics in agriculture (Smith et al., 2023). Incorporating more primary field‐trial studies will also enrich the empirical foundation.
	

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


	While the manuscript communicates ideas clearly, it contains occasional grammatical errors, inconsistent tense usage, and lengthy sentences (particularly in the introduction) . A thorough copy‐editing pass is recommended to improve flow, tighten expression, and ensure scholarly tone—especially in abstract and conclusion sections.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The structure is logical, with well‐delineated sections and informative tables/figures. Figure captions should be more descriptive (e.g., specifying data sources), and table layouts could be optimized for readability. The conclusion concisely summarizes findings but would benefit from more concrete future research priorities, such as standardized datasets and edge‐computing solutions.
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