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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 critical and timely contribution to the scientific community by offering a comprehensive scientometric analysis of Climate-Smart Agriculture (CSA) research in drought-prone regions. By systematically examining trends, geographical distributions, thematic clusters, and methodological gaps across nearly a decade of publications, it illuminates the evolution and current limitations in CSA adoption research. The study’s insights into spatial disparities, terminological inconsistencies, and underexplored crop and livestock systems provide a foundation for more inclusive and targeted future research. Its actionable recommendations—such as promoting integrated mixed-methods and geographic diversification—can guide policymakers, researchers, and funding agencies toward more resilient and equitable agricultural adaptation strategies in the face of climate change.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	A Global Scientometric Analysis of Climate-Smart Agriculture Adoption in Drought-Prone Regions (2016–2025)”   —it is largely suitable because:

It specifies the methodological approach (scientometric analysis).

It defines the subject focus (CSA adoption).

It identifies the contextual scope (drought-prone regions).

It includes the temporal coverage (2016–2025).


	

	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.


	Yes, the abstract is comprehensive, insightful, and well-structured. It effectively communicates the scope, data source, methodology, key findings and recommendations of the study. However, to further enhance its clarity, accessibility and impact.

Strengths of the Abstract:

· Clear scope and dataset: 448 Scopus-indexed publications from 2016–2025.

· Quantitative rigor: Includes specific growth rate (13.72%), country-wise output, keyword frequencies, and collaboration metrics.

· Thematic breakdown: Divides findings into three coherent clusters.

· Insightful gaps and recommendations: Clearly highlights methodological gaps and actionable policy-research directions.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, based on the abstract provided, the manuscript appears to be scientifically correct and well-grounded.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Based on your reference list, the citations are largely sufficient, relevant, and recent, covering:

· Core CSA themes: adaptation, drought resilience, yield, food security, and livelihoods.

· Methodology support: bibliometric/scientometric analysis (e.g., Haghani, 2023; Kabir et al., 2025).

· Geographic diversity: Africa (Kenya, Ghana, Mozambique), South Asia (India, Bangladesh, Pakistan), and Southeast Asia (Indonesia).

· Time range: Mostly from 2016–2025, indicating up-to-date literature coverage.

Conclusion:

References are mostly sufficient, recent, and relevant.

Consider adding 3–4 more to strengthen methodological rigor, ontology clarity, livestock inclusion, and remote sensing relevance.


	

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


	
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript presents a timely and well-structured scientometric analysis of Climate-Smart Agriculture (CSA) adoption research in drought-prone regions. It successfully integrates publication trends, thematic clustering, geographic disparities, and methodological critiques, offering valuable insights for both academic researchers and policymakers. The inclusion of quantitative indicators (e.g., publication growth, keyword frequency, and collaboration metrics) enhances the analytical depth and credibility of the study.

However, the abstract could benefit from slight refinement in clarity and structure—particularly by simplifying complex sentences and explicitly stating the study’s objective at the outset. Additionally, expanding the reference list to include sources on CSA ontology, livestock systems, and remote sensing would further strengthen the manuscript’s comprehensiveness.

Overall, this study makes a significant contribution to understanding the evolution and gaps in CSA research and can serve as a foundation for future work on climate-resilient agriculture in vulnerable regions. With minor revisions, the manuscript is well-suited for publication.
The manuscript presents a timely and comprehensive scientometric analysis of Climate-Smart Agriculture (CSA) adoption in drought-prone regions, using a robust dataset of Scopus-indexed publications. It effectively identifies geographic and thematic research gaps, offers data-backed insights, and provides practical recommendations for future research and policy. The scientific approach is sound, the references are recent and relevant, and there are no apparent ethical or competing interest concerns. However, minor improvements are suggested, including refinement of the abstract for clarity, standardization of terminology, and slight expansion of the reference base to cover CSA ontology, livestock systems, and remote sensing applications. With these revisions, the manuscript will be well-suited for publication and make a valuable contribution to the field.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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