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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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.


	The authors have implicitly highlighted the significance of their work by discussing the critical role of precision agriculture in addressing global challenges like food security, water scarcity, climate change, and land degradation. The manuscript emphasizes how the integration of advanced technologies can lead to enhanced productivity, environmental sustainability, reduced waste, and increased farmer profitability. This review serves as a valuable consolidation of current knowledge for researchers, policymakers, and practitioners interested in sustainable agricultural practices.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title "Precision Agriculture: A Strategic Approach to Resource Efficiency and Sustainable Farming" accurately reflects the content of the manuscript. It is clear, concise, and effectively conveys the main themes discussed.
	

	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 comprehensive. It effectively summarizes the core concepts, key technologies, benefits, challenges, and future outlook of precision farming as presented in the manuscript. It provides a good overview for readers to quickly grasp the paper's scope and main conclusions. No specific additions or deletions are suggested for this section.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound. It accurately describes various technologies (GIS, GPS, Remote Sensing, Sensors, VRT, Drones, IoT, AI/ML, Robotics) and their applications in precision agriculture. The concepts presented are well-established in the field, and the explanations are generally clear. The discussion on challenges and future prospects adds to its scientific relevance.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references appear to be sufficient and generally current, with several citations from 2023, 2024, and even 2025. The authors have cited a good range of relevant literature, demonstrating an understanding of the existing body of knowledge. However, some older references are also included, which is acceptable for foundational concepts, but the balance should lean towards more recent advancements where applicable, especially in a rapidly evolving field like precision agriculture.
	

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


	The language and English quality are generally acceptable for scientific communication. The text is understandable, and major grammatical errors or awkward phrasing are minimal. However, there are minor instances where sentence structure could be improved for better flow and conciseness, and some phrases are slightly repetitive. A thorough proofread by a native English speaker or professional editing service would further enhance clarity and impact.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is well-structured, covers a highly relevant topic, and provides a good overview of precision agriculture technologies and their implications. The references are generally current, and the language is clear. The primary reason for a "Minor Revision" is to address the following:

Ensure all figures (Fig. 1, Fig. 12, Fig. 3, Fig. 4, Fig. 6) are properly cited within the text and have clear captions indicating their source if not original. Figures 1 and 3 appear to be conceptual diagrams, while Fig 12, Fig 4, and Fig 6 are images. For images, it is crucial to either confirm they are royalty-free or obtain explicit permission for use, and cite them accordingly. The current presentation of figures is confusing (e.g., "Fig. 1." appearing twice without distinct figures, "Fig. 12" and "Fig. 3" appearing without clear context). Ensure the figures are clear and legible. For instance, "Fig. 12" and "Fig. 6" are low-resolution images that are difficult to interpret. There are multiple "Fig. 1" and "Fig. 3" labels, and a "Fig. 12" and "Fig. 6" without a sequential order. This needs to be corrected to ensure proper numbering (e.g., Fig. 1, Fig. 2, Fig. 3, etc.). A final proofread for minor grammatical improvements and flow would be beneficial.

These revisions are minor and primarily concern presentation and formatting rather than fundamental scientific content. Once addressed, the manuscript would be suitable for publication.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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