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PART 1


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 fills a real gap. Scattered sensor studies and case studies exist, sure, but they rarely pull together what actually happens when a farmer adopts these technologies, yield improvements, costs, time to ROI. Researchers need this overview to understand which sensors work where; farmers need concrete numbers (corn yields up 15% in the US, wheat efficiency improving in India) to justify spending money. The paper lands at an interesting moment: precision agriculture is moving out of the developed-world niche and becoming relevant for smallholder farmers, especially in Asia and Africa. That shift matters for food security and deserves serious attention.
	














































PART  2

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 - Good
Title is pretty much accurate and straightforward.
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)

The abstract covers the main bases like sensor types, AI/IoT integration, yield gains, and remaining obstacles. It's thorough without being bloated. One issue: the barriers (calibration, cost) are mentioned late, but they're important enough to feature earlier. 
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 (Satisfactory)


	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)

Section 1 and Section 2 establish why pH matters effectively. The paper doesn't over-explain fundamentals, and the shift from lab-based pH testing to field sensors feels natural. 
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)

Yes the Objective is clearly states but ther is one minor point that the paper doesn't always make explicit whether it's optimizing for effectiveness (which sensors work?) or adoption (which barriers kill adoption?). Both get covered, but the emphasis shifts. A line like "We prioritize adoption barriers for developing-region farmers" would clarify scope.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)

References are directly on-topic: soil pH, sensing technologies, precision agriculture, crop outcomes. The paper draws on recognized sources (Brady & Weil, McBratney, Adamchuk) and recent work (2025 - 2026 publications). One gap: the paper could dig deeper into agronomic studies that specifically measured yield as a function of pH management.
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 (Satisfactory)

The bibliography mixes foundational work (2000 - 2010) with contemporary sources (2020 - 2026). That's appropriate. However, the recent stuff clusters around AI and IoT (2025 - 2026), while coverage from 2012 to 2018 is sparser. The paper would be stronger with more recent field validation studies and sensor deployment results from the past 3 to 5 years. It feels a bit like the review jumps from older foundational work to very recent hype.
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 1 (Poor)

This is a significant gap. The manuscript doesn't explain the search process at all. No mention of which databases were used, what search terms were employed, which inclusion/exclusion criteria were applied, or how many papers were screened.
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 (Satisfactory)

The paper describes each technology's strengths and limitations (electrochemical sensors need calibration, spectroscopy depends on training models, remote sensing lacks real-time capability). Critical analysis could be like "Electrochemical sensors are reliable in research settings but costly ($500 to $1000 per unit installed), limiting use to high-value crops or small research plots. Spectroscopic methods promise rapid analysis but require expensive calibration sets for each soil type, making them impractical for regions with diverse soils." Section 12 compares techniques but doesn't synthesize a clear recommendation for practitioners.
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)

Section 14 and Section 16 clearly identify gaps. The paper could be more direct about priority, though. "Standardized calibration is the most urgent barrier; without it, sensors will never be widely adopted in developing countries" is stronger than "standardized calibration should be prioritized."
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)

The conclusion follows from the argument. Modern monitoring improves yield, barriers exist, and technology integration matters. One minor issue: the closing line ("Continued development and adoption will be essential") is generic. A sharper conclusion: "Bringing sensor costs below $100 per unit and standardizing calibration methods across soil types are prerequisites for adoption by smallholder farmers. Without these, the technology remains inaccessible to the farmers who would benefit most."
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 (Satisfactory)

Section 16 lists technical limitations (calibration drift, durability in harsh conditions) and economic barriers (cost, credit access). But the review's own boundaries are not discussed. Were unpublished reports excluded? Non-English sources? Conference proceedings? These decisions affect the conclusions. Transparency about what the paper covers and what it deliberately excludes would strengthen credibility.
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)


	

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)

The paper reads clearly for audiences with soil science or agricultural engineering backgrounds. Terminology is defined, transitions are logical. Two stylistic notes: (1) Some sections (e.g. Section 12 on comparative evaluation) rely on passive voice and could be more direct. "Electrochemical sensors offer high accuracy but require frequent calibration" is stronger than "High accuracy is offered by electrochemical sensors, though frequent calibration is required." (2) A few phrases repeat across sections ("provides real-time data," "enables continuous monitoring"). Editing would tighten this without changing meaning.
	






	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
The manuscript synthesizes six sensor technologies across a real global landscape that's ambitious and useful. Most sensor reviews narrow to one technology; this one shows how they fit together. The case studies (corn in the US, wheat in India, rice in China, barley in Australia) aren't just decoration; they help readers see which technology fits which context. That’s what standard practice should be.

The paper doesn't pretend cost doesn't matter. Sections 10 and 15 front the fact that sensors are expensive, that ROI takes 2 to 3 years, and that smallholder farmers in low-income countries face real barriers. This honesty is rare in technology reviews and makes the paper credible. The authors also push back on the notion that one sensor type wins instead, they argue that integration (sensors + IoT + AI) is what works. That's a more sophisticated argument than "sensor X is best."


	

















PART  3: 
	

	
	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 details)
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