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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 offers a timely analysis of the effects of solar-powered irrigation pumps (SPIP) on agricultural productivity and farmer income in India's rainfed regions. It addresses crucial aspects of the water–energy–food nexus, rural sustainability, and climate-resilient agriculture. The study presents strong empirical findings indicating enhancements in irrigation access, cropping intensity, yield, and overall income for farmers. Nonetheless, it points out that the manuscript requires substantial revisions concerning the rigor of methodology, clarity, language quality, and structural coherence to meet publication standards.
	



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
	Yes

4
	

	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
	Yes

3
	

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

4
	

	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
	
Yes, partially
4
	

	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
	Yes, partially

3
	

	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
	Yes,

2
	

	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
	
Yes,

4
	

	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
	
Yes,

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
	NA
	

	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
	Yes,
3


	

	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
	Yes, partially
2



	

	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
	
Yes, partially
2


	

	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
	Partially
2

	

	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
	Yes, partially
                                  2


	

	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
	Yes, partially
2
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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, but can be improved

Abstract feedback suggests making it more concise by including details such as sample size, method (before-after study), and key quantitative results.

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, but it needs improvements. Abstract is written in a single paragraph.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The draft needs improvement:


1. Suggestions include adding proper figure descriptions for "Fig. 1" and "Fig. 2" and meaningfully referring to the figures within the text, as there are currently no proper captions or discussions and a repetition of figure titles.

2. Results indicate strong data; however, the section is overly descriptive and lacks interpretation. Improvement can be made by explaining the reasons behind observed changes and linking results to existing literature.

3. Discussion on sustainability highlights groundwater risk but would benefit from a quantitative analysis of water extraction risk and an exploration of policy implications.

4. Frequent grammatical errors and awkward phrasing were identified, such as inconsistent tenses and incorrect structures. There is also repetition and overly long sentences. Recommendations include thorough language editing and consideration of professional proofreading.

5. To enhance the conclusion, provide specific policy recommendations and emphasize the scalability of the discussed concepts.

6. The authors need to explain how they would store solar energy for future use. Suggest they include the concept of battery energy storage systems such as Lithium-ion batteries, redox flow batteries, or sodium-ion batteries. Please add recent related references on batteries used in medium-term storage applications in irrigation systems. 

7. In conclusion, the document's strengths are noted but it leans towards being somewhat generic. To enhance its effectiveness, it is suggested to incorporate specific policy recommendations and emphasize scalability.



	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No. Referencing issues identified include inconsistent citation style, duplicate references (e.g., Gupta 2019 appears twice), and some incomplete formatting. It is recommended to follow the journal-specific referencing style strictly and to remove duplicate entries. Please also add these recent references related to PV and batteries for storage alternation:

[1]Badi, N., Theodore, A.M., Alghamdi, S.A., Alatawi, A.S., Almasoudi, A., Lakhouit, A., Roy, A.S. and Ignatiev, A., 2022. Thermal effect on curved photovoltaic panels: Model validation and application in the Tabuk region. Plos one, 17(11), p.e0275467.

[2]Manfo, T.A. and Şahin, M.E., 2024. Development of an automatic PV-battery powered water irrigation system with Arduino software for agricultural activities. Gazi Journal of Engineering Sciences (GJES)/Gazi Mühendislik Bilimleri Dergisi, 10(2).

[3] Manfo, T.A., Yıldız, D.E., Hussaini, A.A., Yıldırım, M. and Gündüz, B., 2025. The light detection performance of the Al/DCJTB/n-Si Schottky type photodetector for a wide-range spectrum. Optical Materials, p.117688.

[4]Theodore, A.M., 2023. Structural, electrical, and electrochemical studies of the olivine LiMPO 4 (M= Fe, Co, Cr, Mn, V) as cathode materials for lithium-ion rechargeable batteries based on the intercalation principle. Materials Open Research, 2(11), p.11.

[5]Manfo, T.A. and Laaksonen, H., 2025. Advancements in ceramic materials for high-performance supercapacitors: Strategies, challenges, and opportunities. Sustainable Chemistry for Energy Materials, p.100024.

[6] Sebbagh, T., Manfo, T.A. and Şahin, M.E., 2026. Advances in Battery Technologies for Next-Generation Energy Storage Systems. Electronics, 15(3), p.690.

[7]Badi, N., Theodore, A.M., Roy, A., Alghamdi, S.A., Alzahrani, A.O.M. and Ignatiev, A., 2022. Preparation and characterization of 3D porous silicon anode material for lithium-ion battery application. International Journal of Electrochemical Science, 17(6), p.22064.

[8] Manfo, T.A. and Şahin, M.E., 2024. Modeling and simulation of a series and parallel battery pack model in MATLAB/Simulink. Turkish Journal of Electrical Power and Energy Systems, 4(1), pp.2-12.

[9]Manfo, T.A., 2023. A comprehensive analysis of material revolution to evolution in lithium-ion battery technology. Turkish Journal of Materials, 8(1), pp.1-3.

[10] Theodore, A.M., Adam, A.A. and Dhapola, P.S., 2023. Effect of layered, spinel, and olivine-based positive electrode materials on rechargeable lithium-ion batteries: A review. Journal of Computational Mechanics, 6(4).

[11]Theodore, A.M., 2023. Promising cathode materials for rechargeable lithium-ion batteries: A review. J. Sustain. Energy, 14, pp.51-58.

	

	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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