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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.

	This paper discusses a timely and important contribution of one of the first mini reviews focused on how blockchain technology can be used for irrigation water governance in India. This area has not been extensively researched, yet irrigation is critical to India's food security.  By synthesizing literature from all levels (technical, institutional, and policy), the authors bridge a critical gap that exists between conceptual developments related to blockchain and distributed ledger technologies (DLT) and their potential use in the complex multi-stakeholder systems that manage water resources. 

 The authors provide a unique mapping of key barriers to the regulatory/institutional readiness landscape of India, including legal ambiguity related to smart contracts, fragmented governance structures, and digital infrastructure deficits, which will provide direct, actionable insights for researchers and practitioners working at the intersection of digital agriculture and water management.  In addition, by encouraging the use of pilot research studies, consistent data protocols, and sector-specific regulations, this paper establishes a clear and evidence-based research agenda for future interdisciplinary efforts towards technology-enabled and sustainable irrigation governance in developing nations.

	





PART 2.1 (Objective Publication)

	


	
	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
	

	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
	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
	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
	4
	

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

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

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

	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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	4
	

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

	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
	2
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	3
	





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.
	Although the title captures the content of the manuscript well, it could benefit from minor improvements. The subtitle, "Readiness, Challenges, and Future Pathways," is quite generic. In addition, the title does not indicate the discussion of complementary technologies (such as IoT and smart contracts) that the authors review. A more accurate title might be: "Blockchain Technology From Irrigated Agriculture In India: Applications, Institutional Readiness, And Regulatory Pathways - A Mini Review."

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No, the abstract lacks completeness; although it does communicate the overall aims and purpose of the work, much of the content is repetitive. The information repeated on IoT sensor networks, smart contracts, and distributed data models adds little value to the abstract and takes up valuable space. Additionally, the abstract lacks a clear way to communicate the major findings and conclusions and is therefore missing the most critical element of what a well-written review article abstract must contain. 
The abstract could be structured using a concise four-part template as follows: 
1. Background/Motivation: Briefly describe the issue and the significance of blockchain technologies regarding the management of agricultural irrigation in India.
 2. Methodology: Briefly describe how the literature search was performed, including a description of the search timeframe/scopes. 
3. Key Findings: (Summarise the outcomes of the literature review, including areas of application, degree of institutional readiness, and major barriers). 
4. Conclusion/Implication: (State the major conclusion and its significance regarding research and policies). Remove all duplicate sentences, so that the revised abstract would ideally include 250-300 words while being clear and informative as well as avoiding all repetition; this revised abstract should accurately portray the totality and contributions of the manuscript. 

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the manuscript is mostly scientifically accurate: All statements made regarding the principles of Blockchain, how a distributed ledger works, smart contracts, integration of IoT, and types of blockchains are accurate and cited properly; however, I recommend that the authors should make a clear distinction between the hypothetical potential applications and actual empirical applications within the body of the research, so that appropriate scientific claims are qualified appropriately and properly supported with data.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	The reference list is largely appropriate and fairly up to date with respect to both time and source. References span a time frame from 2015 – 2025 and include numerous references published in both 2024 & 2025. The reference list includes a broad range of references from respected peer-reviewed journals and credible institutional sources. Improvements can be made to specific areas of literature review, such as finding more post-2021 literature addressing Blockchain and irrigation/water governance in developing countries. Also, there are a number of incomplete references and grey literature/preprints that should ideally be replaced with or supplemented with correctly peer-reviewed substitutes.
	

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

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

	No evident ethical concerns were identified during the review of this manuscript by the reviewers.

The research being presented is a mini-review article, which is composed solely of publicly available literature, does not include/require the involvement of any human participants or animal experimentation or clinical trials, and does not involve the gathering of any original data; therefore, the standard ethical considerations associated with obtaining informed consent, institutional ethical approval and maintaining confidentiality with regard to any original data do not apply. In addition, the authors have also indicated that they have no conflicts of interest, which lends further credence to the ethics of the research being conducted. The review presented ultimately appears to be an accurate representation of existing literature; therefore, there was no indication that any data was fabricated or misrepresented with regard to any references used in this review.
	









PART 3

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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
Overall Comments: This manuscript is an up-to-date mini review on the use of blockchain technology for irrigation water governance in India and is a timely and significant contribution to the issue at hand. The overall structure of the manuscript is appropriate; however, there are a number of revisions that need to be made to consider this manuscript for publication.

 Specific Comments: 
1. The abstract of the manuscript requires significant reworking to remove repetition and to include a clear indication of all major findings and conclusions. 
2. The objectives of this study need to be stated clearly and distinctly in the introduction, preferably as a concluding paragraph. A limitations section outlining the limitations of the methodology employed in conducting the review should be included prior to conclusions. 
3. The methods section outlining how the literature was collected needs to be strengthened through reporting on the total number of investigations that were identified, evaluated, and accepted, and also could include a PRISMA Flow Diagram for visual illustration. 
4. The critical analysis of the literature that is cited in this manuscript needs to be extended beyond just providing descriptions of the studies, to also include evaluations of the quality and potential discrepancies between the various studies cited.
5. Various sections of the manuscript, and the repetitive nature of the writing needs to be carefully edited to enhance the readability and conciseness of the content.
6. The use of professional language editing will enhance not only grammatical discrepancies, but also clarity overall. 
7. Research gaps and future directions should be combined as one subsection to provide better emphasis and clarity.
8. A number of references have not been completed in the reference list and need to be updated for completeness and accuracy.
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