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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 addresses an important topic in agricultural sustainability by examining the economic evaluation of IoT-based irrigation systems for rice cultivation in South Korea. With water scarcity, energy costs, and climate change posing global challenges, the study contributes valuable insights into how smart irrigation technologies can optimize water use, reduce labor, and enhance productivity. The analysis has broader implications for climate-smart agriculture and sustainable food security, especially in rice-producing regions. The paper is therefore relevant for both researchers and policymakers.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable and clearly reflects the content of the manuscript. However, to improve clarity and precision, I suggest a minor refinement:

Suggested alternative: “Economic and Environmental Evaluation of IoT-Based Smart Irrigation Systems for Rice Cultivation in South Korea”
	

	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 and well-structured, summarizing the research motivation, objectives, and findings. However:

· It could be shortened slightly to improve conciseness.

· The abstract should more clearly highlight the economic evaluation results (e.g., quantified cost savings, yield benefits) since that is the core focus of the paper.

· The future research directions in the abstract are useful but could be condensed to one sentence.

Suggestion: Emphasize the quantified benefits (e.g., water savings %, labor reduction %, or profitability improvement) and reduce lengthy background details.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and well supported by data and references. The correlation analysis between farmland area and rice yield is strong, and the discussion of IoT-based irrigation technologies is technically accurate. However, the economic evaluation aspect could be made more rigorous by including:

· More detailed cost-benefit analysis (initial investment vs. long-term savings).

· Comparative data from different scales of farms.

· Sensitivity analysis for varying water/energy prices.

Currently, the paper leans heavily on descriptive statistics and literature review rather than original quantitative economic evaluation.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally sufficient and include recent works (up to 2025). However, the literature review is somewhat descriptive. I recommend adding more critical comparison with international studies that also evaluate IoT irrigation economics. For example:

· Champness et al. (2023) – evaluation of smart irrigation systems in Australia.

· Touil et al. (2022) – review of smart irrigation strategies and their effect on water savings and crop yield.

These are cited in the paper but could be integrated more strongly into the comparative discussion.
	

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


	The English is overall understandable but requires moderate editing for conciseness and clarity. Sentences are often long and repetitive. For scholarly communication, the writing should be more precise, especially in the results and discussion sections. A professional language edit is recommended.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. The manuscript would benefit from adding a dedicated section on economic modeling or cost-benefit analysis instead of embedding economic results across multiple sections.

2. Figures should include clearer captions that fully explain the context without relying on the main text.

3. The limitations and future research section is strong, but the economic dimension should be emphasized more (e.g., affordability for smallholder farmers, policy implications).

4. A short concluding statement linking the economic evaluation to national food security and climate resilience goals would strengthen the impact.
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