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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.
	· This article provides a valuable baseline information on the temporal and seasonal dynamics of major cocoa diseases in a non-traditional cocoa-growing region of India. 
· The study is scientifically important because it integrates disease surveillance with climatic variables, thereby improving the understanding of weather–disease interactions under changing environmental conditions. 
· The findings on year × season interactions and the correlation of specific diseases with rainfall, humidity and temperature offer useful insights for developing predictive disease management strategies and climate-resilient cocoa production systems. 
· Overall, the work contributes significantly to the fields of plant pathology, disease epidemiology and sustainable cocoa cultivation, particularly for emerging cocoa-growing regions.
	




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 = Excellent
· Yes, the title is clear, concise and appropriate for the study. It accurately reflects the research focus, study area and surveillance period.
	

	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
· Yes, the abstract is comprehensive and well-structured. 
· It clearly presents the objectives, methodology, major findings and conclusions of the study. 
· However, it may be improved by briefly highlighting the practical implications of the findings for cocoa disease management and climate-resilient cultivation strategies.
	

	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 = Excellent 
· Yes, the keywords are appropriate and relevant to the study. They effectively represent the major themes of the manuscript.
	

	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 = Good 
· Yes, the background information is sufficient and logically organized. The introduction clearly explains the importance of cocoa cultivation, major disease constraints and the need for temporal disease surveillance in non-traditional growing regions. 
· However, the section could be strengthened by including more recent references and a brief discussion on the impact of climate change on cocoa disease epidemiology.
	

	
	
	



	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 = Excellent 
· Yes, the research objectives are clearly stated and well-defined. 
· The study objectives are logically presented and directly aligned with the methodology and overall scope of the research.
	

	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 is relevant and adequately supports the study objectives. 
· The cited references are appropriate for cocoa disease epidemiology and management. 
· However, inclusion of a few more recent studies on climate change and emerging cocoa diseases would further strengthen the review.
	

	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
	· 5 = Excellent 
· Yes, the research methodology is appropriate and suitable for achieving the stated objectives. The two-year longitudinal survey, seasonal analysis and correlation with weather parameters provide a robust framework for studying cocoa disease dynamics. 
· However, the methodology section could be improved by providing more details on sampling consistency and validation of disease identification methods.
	

	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
	· 5 = Excellent 
· The manuscript clearly states that the study did not involve human subjects, vertebrate animals or endangered species; therefore, ethical approval was not applicable.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	· 5 = Excellent 
· Yes, the results are presented clearly and systematically with appropriate tables, figures and statistical analysis. 
· The discussion effectively explains the observed temporal and seasonal disease patterns. 

	

	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


	· 5 = Excellent 
· Yes, the tables and figures are clear, relevant and necessary for supporting the study findings. 
· They effectively present the temporal and seasonal variation of cocoa diseases and their relationship with weather parameters.
	

	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 = Good 
· Yes, the discussion adequately relates the findings to existing literature and compares the observed disease patterns with previous studies. 
· The authors have appropriately cited relevant references to support their interpretations. 
· However, inclusion of more recent studies and deeper comparison with similar epidemiological studies from other cocoa-growing regions would strengthen the discussion further.
	

	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
	· 5 = Excellent 
· Yes, the conclusions are well supported by the data presented in the study. 
· The findings from the temporal analysis, seasonal variation and weather correlation analyses are appropriately reflected in the conclusions. 
· However, the conclusion section could be improved by briefly mentioning the practical implications and future research directions.
	

	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 
· The limitations of the study are not discussed in sufficient detail.
	

	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
	· 5 = Excellent 
· Yes, the references are relevant and generally sufficient to support the study. The cited literature appropriately covers cocoa diseases, epidemiology and climate–disease interactions. 
· However, including a few more recent references would further strengthen the scientific relevance and update the literature base of the manuscript.
	

	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 
· Yes, the manuscript is generally written in clear and understandable language. The content is logically organized and scientifically presented. 
· However, minor grammatical corrections and simplification of some lengthy sentences would improve readability and overall clarity.
	




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 of the article is suitable and appropriately reflects the scope and focus of the study. 
· It clearly indicates the subject, geographical area and nature of the research.

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	· Yes, the abstract is comprehensive and well-structured. 
· However, briefly mentioning the practical significance of the findings for disease forecasting and cocoa management would further improve the abstract.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	· Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound and the study design, statistical analysis and interpretation of results are generally appropriate.
· The findings are supported by the data presented and are relevant to cocoa disease epidemiology. 
· However, the manuscript could be strengthened by providing more detailed methodological clarification and incorporating additional recent scientific literature.

	

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

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

	· The references are generally sufficient and relevant to the topic. 
· However, most of the cited studies are relatively old and the manuscript would benefit from the inclusion of more recent literature, particularly studies published in the last 5 years related to cocoa disease epidemiology, climate change and disease forecasting.
	

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

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

	· No major ethical issues were identified in this manuscript.
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