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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.
	Rice diseases remain a serious threat to food security in peninsular India, and this study makes a useful contribution by providing multi-season, district-level epidemiological data for Telangana and Andhra Pradesh, a region where such systematic records are lacking. The authors have gone beyond simple incidence reporting by computing AUDPC values and correlating disease variables with six weather parameters, which adds analytical depth to the work. 
The findings on weather-disease relationships, particularly the strong negative correlation between wind speed and False Smut, are interesting and could serve as inputs for predictive modeling tools. That said, the scientific community will benefit most from this work if the authors address some methodological and interpretive concerns raised in the sections below.
	



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
	5
	

	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
	5
	

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

	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
	4
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

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

	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
	      4
	

	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
	      4
	

	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
	      4
	

	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
	      3
	

	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
	      3
	



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. 
The title clearly communicates the subject, geographic scope, and analytical approach of the study. No changes are recommended.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes. 
The abstract is well structured and covers all the essential elements of the study. The authors may however consider adding a brief mention of study limitations to give readers a more complete picture upfront.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Mostly yes, with minor concerns. 
The methodology is based on standard, well-established approaches and the statistical analysis is appropriate. However, the authors should clarify how weather data from IMD stations were matched to specific field locations, as the distance between weather stations and survey fields could introduce measurement error. 
Additionally, the declining disease trend from 2023 to 2025 is attributed to improved management practices, but this interpretation is not sufficiently supported by data. The authors should either provide evidence for this claim or present it more cautiously.
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No. 
While the references cited are relevant and appropriate, several key citations are dated. The authors are encouraged to include more recent literature, particularly post-2020 studies on rice disease epidemiology, weather-driven disease modeling, and precision agriculture applications in South Asia.

	

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

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

	No. 
The study involved field surveys on farmers' fields with verbal consent. No human subjects or laboratory animals were involved and the authors have clearly stated this in the manuscript.
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PART 3. 

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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	This manuscript presents a reasonably well-conducted field epidemiological study on rice diseases in Telangana and Andhra Pradesh. The topic is relevant and the data collected over three Kharif seasons adds value to the regional literature. The statistical approach is sound and the weather-disease correlations, particularly for False Smut, are interesting and worth publishing.

The main concerns are the lack of discussion on study limitations, the relatively thin and dated reference list, and the need for clarification on how weather station data were spatially matched to field survey locations. These are all addressable issues that do not affect the fundamental validity of the work.

I recommend minor revision and believe the manuscript can be accepted after the authors address the points raised in the review.
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