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	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	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 critical topics in agriculture, such as Remote Sensing and Machine Learning. However, it lacks essential discussions on Digital Agriculture, Precision Farming, and Big Data, which are pivotal for the scientific community. Incorporating these aspects would provide a holistic perspective.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title does not adequately reflect the scope of the study.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract is incomplete and lacks key topics such as Digital Agriculture and Big Data. It requires inclusion of these aspects to align with the broader scientific discourse. Additionally, eliminate redundant details to make space for these critical topics.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically weak in its current state due to outdated references and insufficient coverage of pivotal topics. Revise the content to ensure accuracy and relevance.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are outdated, particularly the 2009 FAO data. Include recent studies and reports to improve the manuscript's credibility and relevance. For instance, incorporate data from the latest FAO and agricultural technology trends.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The language quality is subpar and requires significant improvement for scholarly communication. Revise the text for clarity, grammar, and adherence to journal standards.
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	Revision required to meet the journal standards
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No apparent ethical issues are observed in the manuscript.
	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No competing interest issues are disclosed, but ensure authors confirm this explicitly.
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	No direct evidence of plagiarism is detected. However, verify the originality of the content with tools like Turnitin.
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