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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.


	The manuscript tackles the ever-pressing issue of water scarcity, a challenge that impacts billions around the world due to factors such as climate change, population growth, and the excessive extraction of freshwater resources. By offering a thorough review of the various forms and sources of water within the earth-atmosphere-biological system, this paper serves as a valuable reference for researchers, educators, and practitioners involved in water harvesting, hydrology, and environmental management. The timely discussion on atmospheric water harvesting, fog and dew collection, groundwater systems, soil water forms, and contributions from the cryosphere aligns well with current research trends. This review is poised to be a foundational resource for interdisciplinary studies aimed at innovating or enhancing water-harvesting technologies.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The current title — “Water Harvesting and Utilization in the Earth–Atmosphere–Biological System: Insights and Review” — is broadly aligned with the content.

However, it is slightly long so may be changed as “Integrated Perspectives on Atmospheric, Soil, and Groundwater Harvesting: A Global Review”
	

	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 provides a broad overview of global water scarcity and highlights the significance of atmospheric water harvesting. However, it tends to be somewhat general and misses out on key quantitative details, specific findings, and a structured outline of the review's highlights. It does not effectively summarize the major contributions, classifications, or insights offered in the review.

To enhance it, it would be beneficial to include specific types of atmospheric water harvesting techniques, such as fog nets, dew collectors, and sorption materials. Additionally, a brief mention of the importance of soil-water forms and water from the cryosphere, as discussed in the manuscript, would add depth. A sentence outlining the review methodology, including data sources and scope, should also be incorporated.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is mostly scientifically correct. Moderate scientific revisions needed to strengthen accuracy, ensure internal consistency, and improve methodological clarity.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are adequate and cover classical and contemporary literature. Several references from 2021–2024 indicate recent coverage.
	

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


	The language is fair enough.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript offers a wealth of descriptive content; however, it would benefit from a clearer structure, deeper critical synthesis, and comparative analysis. While the table is informative, it might be a bit overwhelming for readers. A simplified summary table could enhance clarity. The figures seem to be sourced from the web; it's important to include high-resolution scientific figures for publication in the journal. The discussion section should focus on providing more analytical insights rather than merely descriptive content. The conclusion is relatively brief and does not adequately encompass the overall scope of the review.
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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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