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	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 manuscript evaluates infiltration models using an automated double-ring infiltrometer on sandy loam soil. This topic is important for understanding soil-water dynamics, irrigation planning, and hydrological modeling. The methodology is generally sound, and the study offers a useful comparison of widely accepted infiltration models.
Infiltration modeling is crucial for agricultural water management, irrigation scheduling, and soil conservation design. Automated infiltrometers are becoming more important for improving measurement accuracy while reducing reliance on labor in field hydrology studies. This manuscript adds value by comparing four commonly used infiltration models with field-based automated measurements. This can help researchers and practitioners choose the right model for similar soil conditions. The study also provides field evidence that supports Philip’s model performance in sandy loam soil under controlled conditions.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is suitable. 


	

	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 clear and summarises the key findings. Suggested improvements:

· Briefly mention the experimental location

· Clarify why Philip's model performed best (based on which parameters/statistics)


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study is scientifically relevant. The experimental system is well described. Model parameter derivation requires clearer explanation and must follow standard notation. Some model equations and units show inconsistencies and should be corrected. The Philips model result discussion needs clarification, as negative K value is physically unrealistic; authors should explain cause (data noise, duration, fitting approach etc.). Statistical metrics should be included to strengthen validation.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are relevant and sufficiently
	

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


	The language is understandable but needs polishing for academic clarity. Some grammar and typographical inconsistencies exist. Figures require captions with units. Ensure uniform citation style.


	

	Optional/General comments


	· Revisit Philip model interpretation

· Ensure equation formatting and consistency of symbols

· Improve figure resolution and labelling

· Slight reorganisation of Results and Discussion to ensure flow
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