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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 presented manuscript holds significant scientific value for contemporary agricultural science and practice. The study compares two innovative soilless plant cultivation systems-hydroponics and aeroponics-which is critically important in the context of global challenges including food security, urbanization, and limited arable land availability. The work systematically synthesizes current knowledge regarding resource use efficiency, economic feasibility, and environmental impact of both systems. Of particular value is the analysis of technological innovations, including IoT, AI, and monitoring systems, making this research highly relevant for the implementation of modern precision agricultural technologies.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	Yes, the title is fully appropriate for the manuscript content. It clearly reflects the comparative nature of the study and the primary objects of comparison. No alternative title is necessary
	

	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 well-structured and comprehensive. It includes:
1) Research context (global challenges)
2) Study objectives (comparative analysis)
3) Key aspects of comparison
4) Principal findings
5) Practical implications
Minor suggestions:
1) Specific quantitative metrics could be added (e.g., percentage of water savings)
2) Brief mention of geographic applicability of results would be beneficial

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound. The study is based on:
1) Systematic review of current literature (25 sources, predominantly 2018-2024)
2) Comparative analysis utilizing quantitative data
3) Clear structure: principles - comparison - advantages/limitations - innovations - challenges
4) Well-founded conclusions
Observations:
1) More empirical data from original research would be desirable (if available)
2) Some statements require additional citations (particularly in Section 6)

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is adequate and current (25 sources, 80% published after 2018).
	

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

	The English language quality is acceptable for scientific communication, however, it would benefit from editing by a native speaker or professional editor.
Common issues observed:
1) Excessive sentence complexity in certain paragraphs
2) Some grammatical inaccuracies (articles, tenses)
3) Academic style could be enhanced

	

	Optional/General comments

	1. Strengths:
1) Well-structured comparative analysis
2) High relevance for modern agriculture
3) Inclusion of technological innovations (IoT, AI)
4) Practical recommendations for diverse producer types
2. Recommendations for improvement:
1) Add economic analysis (ROI, payback period) with specific figures
2) Expand section on specific crops with detailed yield tables
3) Include case studies of successful commercial implementations
4) Add information on regional specifics of system applications
3. Technical observations:
1) Table 1: add standard deviations for yield metrics
2) Figures 1-2: improve schematic quality, add legends
3) Figure 3: provide more context regarding data sources

1) The manuscript is scientifically based and relevant
2) The structure is logical and consistent
3) The literature is sufficient and modern
4) The conclusions are confirmed by the analysis
Minor revisions are needed:
a. Language editing
b. Additional quantitative data in some sections
c. Improvement of the quality of illustrations
d. Expansion of economic analysis
Recommendation: Accept after minor revision (Minor Revision)
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
No ethical issues identified. The study analyzes water samples and does not involve human subjects or confidential information.
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