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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

	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 manuscript is relevant to the problem of precision agriculture as it combines agronomic, genetic, and spatial information for maize yield prediction using machine learning techniques. An integrated approach like this is very useful for location-specific decision support, particularly in varying agro-climatic conditions. The manuscript is relevant to the increasing number of studies on data-driven agricultural forecasting. With some improvements in methodology and analysis, the manuscript can be very useful for both academia and industry in the field of agricultural informatics.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	Yes, the title is generally appropriate and captures the scope and intention of the research.

However, the authors may wish to consider briefly indicating the type of machine learning models used or the geographical context (if any) to further improve clarity and specificity.
	

	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 mostly exhaustive and captures the objective, approach, and results of the study.

Suggestions:

1. State explicitly the major machine learning approaches used.

2. Use quantitative performance measures such as accuracy, RMSE, and R-squared values to enhance impact.

3. Mention briefly the implications of the findings for maize yield prediction.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript seems to be scientifically valid in terms of concept and overall design. The combination of various dimensions of data (agronomic, genetic, and spatial) is relevant to the task of yield prediction.

However:

1. Some steps in the methodology need to be explained in more detail, especially in terms of feature selection and criteria for model comparison.

2. The reproducibility of the study can be enhanced by including more specific information about data processing, parameter optimization, and validation.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references given are broadly related to the topic.

Suggestions:

1. There should be more recent (last 3-5 years) studies on the applications of machine learning in crop yield prediction.

2. There should be references to comparative studies to better place the proposed framework in the existing literature.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	The language is clear and appropriate for academic communication.

Some minor grammatical errors and sentence-level optimizations are suggested to improve clarity and readability. Professional editing would also improve the manuscript.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. The Materials and Methods section needs to be developed to make it fully reproducible.

2. The Results and Discussion sections could benefit from a clearer connection between the results and existing literature.

3. The tables/figures should be labeled and referred to in the text.
It is highly recommended that the authors provide a clear architecture or workflow diagram of the end-to-end process from raw data acquisition to preprocessing, model development (SVM, Random Forest, Decision Tree), validation approach, and performance analysis. A diagram of the architecture would greatly enhance the readability and technical aspects of the study, as well as improve the reproducibility of the work by other researchers.

The manuscript is technically relevant and scientifically valuable. However, there are areas that need improvement:

1.
Methodological clarity and reproducibility: Add an architecture diagram for better clarity of the methodology.

2.
Analysis and discussion of the results

3.
Improvement in references and quantitative reporting

These areas can be improved, and the manuscript can be made much better.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

No, There are no visible ethical concerns raised in this manuscript. The manuscript seems to be based on secondary data without involving human or animal subjects.

	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	There are no concerns regarding competing interests based on the details provided.
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	There is no direct evidence of plagiarism observed in this review process.

However, the authors are encouraged to provide proper citation to all the reused concepts, datasets, and methodological inspirations.
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	PART  3: Declaration of Competing Interest of the Reviewer:



	Here reviewer should declare his/her competing interest. If nothing to declare he/she can write “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer”
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	Guideline
	MARKS of this  manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 

( Highest: 10  Lowest: 0 )

Guideline: 

Accept As It Is: (>9-10)

Minor Revision: (>8-9)

Major Revision: (>7-8)

Serious Major revision: (>5-7)

Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)

Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
	7.5
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