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	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 a gap in public health by challenging the limitations of single-agent risk assessments, which often fail to account for the complex, "cocktail" nature of agricultural exposures. By applying the exposome framework to U.S. farming populations, the work provides a sophisticated roadmap for integrating spatial data, biomonitoring, and computational modeling to better understand chronic disease etiology. Furthermore, the review offers essential insights into overcoming temporal and methodological barriers in environmental epidemiology, ultimately advocating for a shift toward life-course-informed regulatory policies. Consequently, this research serves as a vital bridge between environmental science and occupational health, offering the tools necessary to develop more robust, equitable preventive strategies for vulnerable agricultural communities.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	I think it is suitable, but it’s a bit of a mouthful. Will suggest “Integrative Exposome Modeling of Agrochemical Risks in U.S. Farmers’
	

	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 highly comprehensive and follows a logical "Problem-Solution-Impact" flow. It successfully avoids the common trap of being too unclear; you’ve specifically named the disease categories (cancer, neurodegenerative, cardiometabolic) and the technical hurdles (temporal mismatch, confounding). As a reviewer, I see two small areas where authors could sharpen the focus to make it truly "bulletproof" for a high-impact journal.

In terms of strengths, the "why" is exceptionally clear: you effectively argue that single-agent frameworks represent a significant regulatory blind spot. Furthermore, the scope is well-defined; mentioning U.S. farmers and specific disease types anchors the paper in reality. The technical breadth is also impressive, as including spatial exposure estimation and mixture-aware statistical methods demonstrates that this is not just a surface-level review but a deep methodological dive.

Regarding suggested additions, I would recommend clarifying the "So What?" of the synthesis. While authors describe what they evaluate, such as challenges and implications, they do not explicitly state a key finding or an overarching conclusion of the review. It would be beneficial to add a sentence clarifying if current modeling is "ready for primetime" or if one specific barrier, such as data silos, remains the primary bottleneck. Additionally, you could strengthen your "Call to Action." The authors mention implications for regulatory risk assessment, but making this more assertive by explicitly stating that this framework is essential for addressing multi-morbidity patterns in rural populations would add significant weight.

Finally, for suggested deletions or trimming, I’d watch for wordiness. Authors occasionally use "noun strings" that could be condensed to make room for their conclusions. For example, the phrase "integrative modeling approaches that combine spatial exposure estimation, biomonitoring, and mixture-aware statistical or computational methods" is a bit of a mouthful at twenty words. Authors might consider a more concise fix like "integrative models combining spatial data, biomonitoring, and mixture-aware computation.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes. Based on the abstract provided, the manuscript is scientifically sound and aligns with the current state of environmental health sciences.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list provided is exceptionally strong in terms of recency and relevance. As a reviewer, I am particularly impressed to see multiple citations from 2024, 2025, and even early 2026 
	

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


	Yes
	

	Optional/General comments


	
	


	PART  2: 



	
	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 details)
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