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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.
	This manuscript offers a meaningful contribution to the domain of agricultural AI by demonstrating an efficient Separable-CNN architecture with Global Average Pooling tailored for real-world, resource-limited farming environments. The work is technically relevant as it achieves high accuracy with substantially reduced computational demands, supporting advancements in edge-deployable plant-disease detection models. Its use of a large, field-collected soybean dataset enhances ecological validity and addresses limitations of prior studies relying on controlled laboratory imagery. Overall, the manuscript strengthens the scientific foundation for scalable, lightweight diagnostic tools in precision agriculture.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The title is generally suitable, as it clearly indicates the method (Separable‑CNN + GAP) and the application domain (soybean leaf disease detection). It is concise, informative, and reflects the technical focus of the manuscript, however, it may be rendered more academically formal by replacing the symbol “&” with the word “and.”
	

	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 generally comprehensive and clearly presents the motivation, methodology, and overall contribution of the manuscript. It appropriately highlights the use of Separable‑CNN and Global Average Pooling, as well as the objective of improving soybean leaf disease detection in agricultural environments. However, the abstract could be strengthened with a few adjustments. Specifically, the inclusion of quantitative performance metrics (such as test accuracy or reduction in parameter count) would enhance scientific clarity and help readers better understand the effectiveness of the proposed approach. Additionally, a brief reference to the
size and diversity of the dataset could reinforce the perceived robustness of the study.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the manuscript is scientifically sound and technically coherent. The methodology is well supported by existing literature, and the combination of depthwise separable convolutions with Global Average Pooling is appropriate for constructing lightweight CNN architectures. The experimental design is consistent with accepted practices in machine learning for plant disease detection, and the results generally support the authors’ claims of improved efficiency and performance.
However, some aspects require clarification to strengthen scientific rigor. In particular, the manuscript should better justify preprocessing steps such as background removal, and the results would benefit from including key metrics such as F1‑Score, Precision, and Recall. A more explicit discussion of limitations and generalization challenges would also improve the manuscript. Despite these points, the work remains fundamentally correct in its current form.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention
them in the review form.
	Overall, the references provided in the manuscript are appropriate, sufficient, and adequately recent. They cover the essential foundational work as well as contemporary research relevant to lightweight CNN architectures and
plant disease detection.
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Created by: DR
Checked by: PM
Approved by: MBM
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	Yes, the language quality of the manuscript is suitable for scholarly communication. The text is generally clear, coherent, and technically appropriate for an academic audience. While minor grammatical or stylistic refinements could further enhance readability, the current level of English is acceptable for publication.
	

	Optional/General comments
	Overall, this manuscript presents a relevant and timely contribution to the field of artificial intelligence applied to agriculture, particularly in the development of lightweight deep‑learning architectures suitable for deployment in real-world farming environments. The study is well motivated, and the experimental results are clearly described. However, several aspects require refinement to enhance readability, methodological clarity, and overall scientific rigor.

Some elements included in the methodology section, such as explanations of training loss, accuracy, validation metrics, and other basic concepts, would be more appropriately placed in the introduction or general background. Their presence within the methodology makes the section longer than necessary and shifts focus away from describing the actual procedures of the study.

In addition, the rationale for using data augmentation is not sufficiently explained. Considering the dataset is relatively large and well balanced, it would be important to justify why augmentation was required—whether due to preliminary signs of low accuracy, overfitting, or insufficient variability. The manuscript also lacks details about how images were collected, including the camera or device used, acquisition procedure, and characteristics of the sampling environment. Furthermore, the decision to remove the background from the images should be justified, since real-world field conditions naturally include noise and clutter that the model would need to handle.

The methodology would also benefit from a clearer and more sequential organization. At several points, particularly when transitioning into the results and discussion, the text returns to model descriptions that were already presented earlier, introducing redundancy and potential confusion for the reader. A more linear structure, with well‑defined subsections, would help maintain coherence.

Finally, the Results section could be strengthened by including standard evaluation metrics widely used in CNN- based classification studies, such as F1‑score, recall, and precision, which allow for a more complete assessment of model performance.

Despite these issues, the manuscript remains a valuable contribution to the field. With structural improvements, clearer methodological justification, and refinement in the presentation of results, it has strong potential for publication and impact in precision agriculture.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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