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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.

	First, the paper synthesizes important and hot topic areas. It integrates crop physiology, advanced technology like IoT, sensors, and remote sensing, global climate policy. Second, the paper responds to immediate global issues such as food insecurity, population growth, climate change, and water scarcity. I have seen thirdly that it provides indisputable, evidence based data showing that well balanced deficit irrigation could decrease water consumption by 20 upto 50% with little effect on crop yields. Finally, the paper offers research gaps such as the necessity for long term field experimental studies and crop model integration with real time data.
	




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	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
	5 = Excellent 
Because, the title accurately reflects the work’s focus on DI and precision water management for sustainable agricultural strategies. 
	

	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
	5 = Excellent
Because, the abstract summarize article’s background, main issues, socioeconomic challenges, research gaps and conclusion. Even it has statistics which is used as hooking reader.
	

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

	

	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
	5 = Excellent

	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 = Excellent
The paper defines six clear objectives, including examining principles and suggesting future studies.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 = Excellent
The cited literature matches irrigation sciences, hydrology, and crop physiology using key papers from top researchers and institution like FAO.
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
The literature spans 2000 to 2026 including older economic frameworks (such as English & Raja, 1996) that remain critical to the topic.
	

	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
	5 = Excellent
	

	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
	5 = Excellent
	

	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

	      5 = Excellent
Section 11 focuses on identifying specific research gaps, such as few long field experiment, limited data on subsistence crops, and challenges with machine learning data
	

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

	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
	    5 = Excellent
	

	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
	   5 = Excellent
	

	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
	    5 = Excellent
The author uses clear language and organized paragraps, explaining conceps like WUE, and CWP in section 5.1. 
	




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 highly descriptive and perfectly encompasses the paper's dual focus on physiological water stress management and technology-driven spatial scheduling)
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes (it summarizes article’s background, main issues, socioeconomic challenges, research gaps and conclusion.)
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	      Yes (the manuscript is highly accurate. It correctly distinguishes between crop water productivity and classic engineering water-use efficiency, precision-maps the distinct physiological mechanisms behind Regulated Deficit Irrigation (RDI) versus Partial Rootzone Drying (PRD).
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	 Yes (the reference list contains an excellent volume of high-quality, peer-reviewed citations with only one old (1996) but justified.
	

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

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

	No (the paper doesn’t involve any ethical clearance for trials or testing.
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