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PART 1


	
	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 work has significance by offering a thorough and cohesive perspective on the transition from conventional plant disease and pest diagnostics to intelligent monitoring systems using artificial intelligence and the Internet of Things.

- The study aids in the aggregation and analysis of contemporary advances in deep learning, remote sensing, and multi-source analytics, establishing a significant knowledge foundation for researchers in smart agriculture and plant protection.

- It emphasizes practical issues, like data bias and restricted generalizability, hence directing future research towards the creation of more dependable and relevant solutions for real-world agricultural contexts.
- It advocates for the transition to more effective and sustainable integrated pest control methods, therefore improving food security and reducing dependence on the overuse of pesticides.
	


PART  2

	

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	= 4
The title is clear and reflects the content of the research well.
	

	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
	= 3
The abstract is thorough but lengthy and includes superfluous technical details. The document lacks a coherent framework (background, purpose, methodology, results, conclusion) and fails to sufficiently emphasize the direct scientific significance of the study.
	

	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
The keywords are appropriate and reflect the research topic well.
	

	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
	= 3
However, the scientific foundation is extensive and encompasses the most recent advancements in the field; however, it is rather protracted and requires more organization and less repetition.
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	= 3
The goals are general and descriptive rather than specific or measurable.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	= 4
The literature review is particularly important to the research topic and encompasses significant studies in the fields of agricultural artificial intelligence and disease and pest monitoring.
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	= 5 
[bookmark: _GoBack]many recent studies include data up to 2025.
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	= 3
The research methodology is outlined in general terms, but lacks methodological detail.
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	= 3
The presentation is primarily descriptive, and critical analysis is present in a limited capacity. However, there is no systematic comparison between the studies.
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	= 3
Several challenges and prospective trends have been identified; however, they are not precisely defined or organized as research gaps based on systematic analysis.
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	= 4
The conclusions are logical and consistent with the content of the research.
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	= 4
Some limitations were discussed, but only generally and briefly.
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	= 4
The quality of the references is very good, as they rely heavily on peer-reviewed and reliable sources from well-known scientific journals.
	

	14. 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
The scientific language used is clear and coherent, and the style is generally good.
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