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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 titled “EPIDEMIOLOGY AND WEATHER-DRIVEN DISEASE PROGRESSION OF MAJOR RICE DISEASES IN TELANGANA AND ANDHRA PRADESH” quantifies disease and disease progress dynamics of five important rice diseases across two major rice growing regions of south-central India. The study looks at the correlation between weather parameters and various disease variables and establishes relationships between these important components of the disease triangle. This study lays a foundation for future use of machine-learning approach for disease prediction, an important aspect in disease management. 

	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Needs additional literature review to address what has been done on the subject elsewhere prior to emphasizing the need for such a study in south-central India.
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Methods are appropriate but there is room to improve them. I have indicated in the manuscript
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, but there should be some additional references to broaden the discussion. Authors cited a single study to relate to their findings which makes the discussion rather shallow.
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, but there is room for improvement which I have indicated in the manuscript
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	



PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, but could be improved
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, but reporting of some statistics needs to be reviewed by the authors. I have indicated in the manuscript
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No, the literature consulted is very shallow. I have recommended an additional paragraph or two addressing similar studies that have been conducted elsewhere
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	No
	



PART 3. 

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	As mentioned earlier, the study addresses an important area of research involving several diseases of an important staple food and lays a foundation for other approaches that could help in early prediction of these diseases. The results of the study are satisfactory but there are a few edits that if done, will significantly improve the overall shape of the manuscript and boost its scientific relevance:

1. There are a few issues with the way the authors report and interpret their statistical results. When alpha=0.05, results become significant when p<0.05. Generally, a p=0.05 is considered weak and almost never interpreted as significant, which is what the authors did unfortunately in certain instances that I have pointed out to them in the manuscript.
2. Some data points seem to be missing from Table 1 and authors have not provided a justification for these. This is a significant source of bias in the study which may lead to erroneous conclusions. For example, False Smut at Nalgonda, Telangan is missing data for 2025, and no reasons have been provided. Also, what statistical approach was used that takes into account this imbalanced dataset?
3. Because of how imbalanced the dataset seems, I recommend that the result section on “Pearson Correlation of Weather Parameters with Disease Variables” be separated at least between the two main regions: Telangana and Andhra Pradesh. This would be important to determine location effects given the differences in weather parameters observed.
4. Authors are missing two important weather parameters (Wind Speed and Hours of Sunshine) from Table 4 without reason.
5. The manner in which the conclusion is currently presented feels like the end of a seminar presentation. If this model of writing a conclusion aligns with the Journal specifications, then ignore. Otherwise, this needs to be edited to remove the bullet points and make it a solid paragraph. I also recommend authors should have a final statement that relates the importance of their findings with disease management in rice-production systems in India and may be Asia at large.
6. Finally, a few citations in the reference section are not found in the main body of the paper and these need to be removed or added in the main body.
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