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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 manuscript is relevant to the scientific community; it demonstrates the use of hybrid and machine learning models for agricultural production forecasting. The study addresses both linear and nonlinear patterns in long-term rice production data to improve the forecast accuracy with the help of agricultural time series. This will help future researchers to develop forecasting frameworks more efficiently
	 




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 Good. The title is clear and precise, with a clear problem statement. It reflects the main objective of the study. The term “rice corp” can been modified to a more appropriate one such as “rice production”.
	

	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 Good. The abstract is well defined with summary of the study, research objective, and main findings etc. Also highlights the best-performing models with appropriate reasons. 
	

	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 Good. The keywords used look good and appropriate for indexing and discoverability. Try to add few more keywords such as “time series forecasting” and “hybrid model”. 
	

	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 Satisfactory. The paper explains the importance of hybrid models and their usefulness in linear and nonlinear patterns.
	

	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
	3 Satisfactory. The research objective is easy to understand from the paper. The study tries to model and forecast rice production using various approaches. An explicit session on objectives would help improve the readability. 
	

	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
	4 Good. The literature review meets the general standard with some recent references which helps support the current relevance of the topic. Try to include some more specific references based on recent crop-specific studies using hybrid models.
	

	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 Good. The methodology used is appropriate for the study. The training and testing split is also clearly described. Also, the training and testing split is also clearly described.
	

	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 Good. The authors have also included a competing interest statement, which is appropriate.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 Good. The results are highlighted clearly through tables, figures, and separate subsections. The manuscript provides key model performance metrics and identifies appropriate model as the best-performing approach. The results section would be stronger by providing more interpretation rather than mainly restating table values.
	

	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 Good. The tables and figures are relevant and mostly required because they present descriptive statistics, stationarity testing, model performance comparisons, diagnostic plots, and forecasted rice production values.
	

	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
	3 Satisfactory. The focus described is how the hybrid model performs better than the individual models. There is a scope to relate the findings back to existing literature in comparative way. The manuscript cites relevant studies in the introduction and methodology, but the results and discussion section should more clearly compare the present findings. Try to add comparison to further strengthen the topic and show how the study contributes to existing knowledge.
	

	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 Good. The conclusions listed are satisfactory. The forecast values support the conclusion in the way how the selected hybrid model could be used for future production forecasting. Try to add some of the limitations of the hybrid model.
	

	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
	3 Satisfactory. There is a scope to improve the limitations session with more appropriate comments such as small testing dataset used, policy, uncertainty in long-term forecasts etc.  A separate limitation paragraph would help improve the readability.
	

	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
	4 Good. The references are generally relevant, as they include foundational sources. 
	

	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 Good. The manuscript is written in a clearly understandable language. 
	




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

	Yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

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

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

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

	No. There is a scope to add some of the references from the recent studies.
	

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

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

	 No
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