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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 addresses an important agricultural challenge in India - early detection of soybean leaf diseases. The proposed lightweight Separable-CNN with GAP model (0.78M parameters, 9.04 MB) offers a computationally efficient solution suitable for deployment on resource-constrained edge devices common in rural farming communities. If validated properly, this work could contribute to precision agriculture tools that help smallholder farmers identify crop diseases in real-time, potentially reducing crop losses and improving food security. The focus on a region-specific dataset with eight disease classes relevant to Indian agriculture adds practical value to the research.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable and accurately reflects the content. However, consider removing the space before "CNN" in "Separable -CNN" for consistency. Suggested alternative: "Lightweight Soybean Leaf Disease Detection Using Depthwise Separable CNN with Global Average Pooling for Indian Agriculture"
	

	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 too lengthy and repetitive. Suggestions: (1) Reduce to 200-250 words maximum; (2) Remove redundant sentences about GAP layer benefits mentioned twice; (3) Add specific accuracy figures (e.g., "achieving 95.70% test accuracy"); (4) Remove vague concluding statement "The innovation of technology has led to improved crop production" which is not supported by this study's results.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript has several scientific concerns: (1) Figure 3 shows spatially separable convolution (3×3→3×1+1×3), but the paper uses depthwise separable convolution - this is a conceptual error that must be corrected; (2) Baseline models comparison unclear - whether transfer learning models were fine-tuned from pretrained weights or trained from scratch is not specified, making comparison potentially unfair; (3) Manual background removal in dataset preprocessing may limit real-world generalizability; (4) No statistical significance tests (t-test, McNemar) to validate performance differences; (5) Section 3.4 mentions pseudocode but none is provided; (6) Mathematical equations in Section 3.5.1 are not properly rendered.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are generally adequate (50 citations) and include recent works up to 2024. However: (1) References [11],[12] cited in the AlexNet description section are incorrectly attributed - they discuss tomato disease and mildew detection, not AlexNet architecture; (2) Consider adding seminal depthwise separable convolution papers (e.g., original MobileNet paper by Howard et al., 2017); (3) Some key lightweight architecture papers like GhostNet and MobileViT could strengthen the related work comparison.
	

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


	The English quality needs improvement. Issues include: (1) Multiple typos: "Soyabean" should be "Soybean", "diseas" should be "disease"; (2) Grammatical errors and incomplete sentences throughout; (3) Inconsistent terminology; (4) Section numbering error - Section 3.2 appears twice (Transfer Learning Models and Evaluation Parameters). Thorough proofreading by a native English speaker is recommended.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Major issues requiring revision: (1) Replace Figure 3 with correct depthwise separable convolution diagram; (2) Add inference time benchmarks (ms/image) for real-time deployment claims; (3) Clarify baseline training protocol (pretrained vs. from scratch); (4) Test model performance on images without background removal; (5) Fix numerical inconsistencies between Abstract (95.70%), Results tables (95.703%, 95.605%), and Conclusion; (6) Add missing pseudocode in Section 3.4; (7) Fix duplicate Section 3.2 numbering; (8) Justify the use of 2 GAP layers - this is unusual and needs explanation; (9) Consider adding k-fold cross-validation for more robust evaluation; (10) State whether dataset will be made publicly available for reproducibility.
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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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