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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	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.
	The manuscript addresses a practical problem in semi-arid agriculture, automating farm pond design to 
improve water harvesting adoption. For institutions and extension workers in regions like Madakasira, a user-friendly tool has operational value. The paper implements existing methodologies in new software rather than advancing hydrological theory or methodology. 
For the research community, the value lies in demonstrating a working implementation; for practitioners, it's a useful calculator. The significance depends entirely on the venue: high for extension/technical journals, modest for research journals.
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 
Title is clear and descriptive. Accurately reflects content.
	

	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: 3
Covers software development and testing, but lacks objectives/hypotheses but also can state why this software was needed beyond "other software has limitations."
	

	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: 2
Only "farm pond" is listed. Missing critical terms like runoff, hydrological design,  semi-arid agriculture, water harvesting, SCS curve number. This is important as the keywords weaken discoverability.
	

	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: 3
Adequate introduction to farm pond design needs. Literature section brief but covers prior software (WHP Design, SWYMOD). Could strengthen with current climate change context in semi-arid regions.
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 2
No explicit research questions or hypotheses stated. Paper reads as "we built software" rather it can be as "we tested whether this approach improves design outcomes."
	

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

	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3
Standard engineering methods (SCS-CN, Prismoidal formula) are appropriate for design. However, no validation methodology described. Software development methodology not explained (testing protocols, user acceptance testing, etc.).
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating 3
yes
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4
Can add more details regarding simulations based on the diagrams and can remove screenshots that are not important

	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3
No discussion of when this approach succeeds/fails. How does SCS-CN performance in Madakasira compare to actual runoff measured during monsoon?
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3
Yes it is in scope
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 2
Limitaion is not mentioned
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4
	

	15. 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
	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, it is clear and descriptive. Accurately represents the work.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Add: (1) Why existing software is insufficient, (2) Research objective (e.g., "to validate location-specific design in semi-arid catchments"), (3) One quantitative result (e.g., "total capacity estimated at X m³ with cost of Rs. Y")
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Overall, the mathematics are standard and correct. However, several claims need evidence: (1) "Software is very much useful for researchers, students and institutions", support with adoption data or user feedback; (2) seepage control claim show how seepage estimates are made in software (they're mentioned but not shown in results).
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, but can add more 2024-2025 papers 
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	NO
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