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PART 1: Comments

	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part
in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	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 manuscript presents a unified, AI-driven system for crop disease detection, yield
prediction, and weather forecasting, integrated with a multilingual chatbot. Given the challenges faced by farmers—especially in developing countries—this work addresses a timely and high-impact application of deep learning. By combining models like CNN, DenseNet, MLP, and NLP-driven chatbot technology within a real-time decision-support system, the chapter adds practical value for precision agriculture and sustainable farming. Its emphasis on local language accessibility and real-time weather data (via PyOWM) further enhances its community impact.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	Yes, the title is concise and accurately reflects the content of the chapter.

“AI-Powered Chatbots for Crop Disease Detection and Yield Forecasting in Agriculture”
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.
	The abstract is informative and clearly outlines the problem, methodology, and results. However:

•	Consider breaking it into 2 paragraphs for better readability—one for motivation and one for methods/results.
•	Mention that the system uses multilingual support and Streamlit dashboard, as these are major usability features.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes.

The manuscript is technically sound, and models are well-described with reasonable performance metrics.
However, some points for improvement:


•	The comparison between CNN, VGG19, and DenseNet201  is helpful, but a table summarizing pros/cons would enhance clarity.
•	The R² score for CNN on yield prediction (0.4965) is lower—this could be discussed more explicitly in terms of limitations.
•    The figure captions could be improved for clarity—some are vague or placed
	


 (
Rev
i
e
w
 
For
m
 
3
)

 (
Crea
t
e
d
 
by
:
 
DR
) (
Checke
d
 
by
:
 
PM
) (
Approve
d
 
by
:
 
MB
M
) (
Vers
i
on
:
 
3 
(05-12-2024
)
)

	
	awkwardly in the document.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	Yes, the references span from 2001 to 2024 and include credible sources (IEEE, Springer, etc.).
You may optionally consider adding a few more domain-specific citations on:


•    Transformer models in agricultural applications

•	Lightweight DL models for mobile agriculture solutions (e.g., MobileNet, EfficientNet)
	



	
Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	


Overall, the English is understandable but would benefit from:


•	Light grammar and syntax correction (e.g., missing articles, awkward phrasing).
•	Consistent terminology (e.g., use either “crop disease detection” or “plant disease classification” uniformly).

A few sentences are too long and could be split for better readability.
	

	Optional/General comments
	



• The Streamlit UI screenshots are a great touch—highlight how non-technical users can benefit.

• The chatbot section can be expanded slightly—what kind of NLP model was used? Are responses rule-based or trained?

• Consider adding a future scope/limitations  paragraph before the conclusion to reflect areas for improvement (e.g., hardware deployment challenges, real-time image upload speed, etc.).



The work is strong in technical implementation and practical application. A minor revision is suggested to improve grammar, streamline the abstract, and optionally strengthen the chatbot explanation and discussion of limitations.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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