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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (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 author proposes a methodology for relating climate change data to diseases of economically important plants in his region. The topic of the manuscript is current and important due to its economic implications. The proposed method incorporates data spanning more than a decade, which implies a degree of robustness. However, the author should consider updating their data since the most recent data is from 2012.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	No
I suggested it in the manuscript. 

A data management proposal…. or A data management strategy…..


	

	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 suggestions and the exact location were written in the attached manuscript file.

The author must indicate the country where the study is being conducted.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Is the manuscript scientifically sound? Please write here.

The manuscript is written according to the rules governing scientific work; however, the author needs to delve deeper into their analysis and draw more conclusions.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript has updated references.
	

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


	Yes.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript abstract is correctly written. The author only needs to include the country or region studied.

The introduction should be condensed; it includes redundant information, and the author should consider changing the order of their arguments. Before establishing the relationship, they will analyse in their research, the author presents unnecessary information. The exact location of the corrections is in the comments I wrote in the manuscript file. The author should consider removing repetitive information. I indicate which information it is in the file. Only the order needs to be changed; the argument is correct.

The Materials and Methods section does not include information on how the olive disease data was obtained. This information is included in the Results section. The author should move this information to the appropriate section of the manuscript. It is indicated in the manuscript. In the titles of tables and figures, the author should replace the colon with a period. Titles should also begin with a capital letter (I indicate this in the manuscript). The author should include in this section how they obtained the information on the olive disease.

The author should consider the sections used by the journal in which they intend to publish, as the "Results and Discussion" and "Results Analysis" sections do not exist in most journals.

The author should change the X-axis of all their graphs to a progressive, not decreasing, orientation.

The author should move the information on the spatial analysis, currently included in "Results Analysis," to the "Materials and Methods" section. I have indicated this in the manuscript.

The author should explain the meaning of the values ​​presented in Table 4. They should also indicate that the data in that table were not obtained by the author.

The author should consider a more thorough analysis of their results; they are only scratching the surface.

The author should consider obtaining current data, as the most recent data is from 2012. This would allow for a good comparison.
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