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	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.
	Good established review on modern and protective agriculture systems. Focused on use of Ai, IoT and precision agriculture role in improving crop yield, resource use efficiency and economical return benefits.
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	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
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	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
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	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
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	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 
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	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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