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	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.


	This manuscript provides a scientifically rigorous framework for disease severity quantification by linking disease progression with measurable plant morphological responses. By moving beyond binary disease detection to a normalized, area-based severity metric compatible with machine vision systems, the study advances precision disease assessment. The findings directly support the development of severity-driven variable-rate spraying technologies, offering clear benefits in terms of application efficiency, environmental sustainability, and intelligent crop protection.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is suitable in scope but would benefit from improved specificity and scientific clarity to better reflect the methodological and biological contributions of the study.
Disease Severity–Driven Variable-Rate Chemical Application Based on Plant Morphological Indicators
	

	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.


	· Overall, the abstract is comprehensive and captures the objective, methodology, key findings, and practical relevance of the study. 

· However, minor refinements are suggested to further improve clarity and impact. Specifically, explicitly stating the crop (tomato) and target disease (early blight) in the opening sentence would enhance contextual clarity. 

· Additionally, briefly highlighting the practical outcome of the work, namely its relevance to severity-driven variable-rate spraying and chemical optimization, would strengthen the applied significance. 

· No major deletions are required, though avoiding overly detailed numerical values may help maintain conciseness and readability.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	· The manuscript is largely scientifically correct, and the experimental procedures for pathogen isolation, inoculation, and morphological measurement are based on established protocols. 

· The statistical analyses appear appropriate, and the reported trends are generally supported by the presented data.

· Nevertheless, the scientific rigor of the study is limited by several factors. The experiments were conducted under controlled conditions with a relatively small number of plants, which restricts statistical power and limits extrapolation to field-scale variability. 

· The work focuses on a single crop–pathogen interaction, and environmental effects are not systematically incorporated into the analysis. In addition, while the conclusions emphasize applicability to variable-rate spraying systems, no direct validation at the application or field level is provided. 

· Addressing these limitations through broader validation, increased replication, and real-world implementation would be necessary to fully substantiate the claims.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	· While the reference list covers several foundational studies, it is not fully sufficient to reflect the current state of research in disease severity quantification, machine vision–based phenotyping, and precision spraying technologies. 

· A number of citations are either dated or only tangentially related to recent advances in automated severity estimation and AI-driven crop protection systems. As a result, the manuscript does not consistently demonstrate strong engagement with the most recent and influential literature in the field.

· In particular, the reference section would benefit from the inclusion of recent (last 3–5 years) high-impact review articles and empirical studies focusing on (i) automated disease severity assessment rather than binary detection, (ii) integration of plant morphology with imaging or sensor data, and (iii) validation of severity-driven variable-rate spraying or precision application systems. Without these additions, the scholarly positioning of the work remains somewhat limited.

· The authors are encouraged to expand and update the references to better contextualize their contribution within contemporary research and to clearly distinguish their work from existing machine vision and precision agriculture studies.


	

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


	· The manuscript is generally understandable; however, the language quality would benefit from further refinement. In particular, redundancy is evident in several sections. 
· The Introduction repeatedly discusses the drawbacks of uniform chemical spraying and the need for site-specific or severity-based approaches (e.g., the discussion of chemical overuse, environmental impact, and inefficiency appears in multiple consecutive paragraphs). 
· Similarly, in the Discussion and Conclusion, the advantages of severity-based variable-rate spraying over conventional target-specific spraying are reiterated with overlapping arguments, without introducing substantially new insights.

· Additionally, some sentences are overly long and complex, and minor grammatical inconsistencies are present throughout the manuscript, affecting readability. While these issues do not undermine the scientific content, they reduce clarity and conciseness. 

· A careful language revision, with particular attention to eliminating repetitive statements and improving sentence structure, is recommended to enhance the overall quality of scholarly communication.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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