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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.

	Honoring the integration of precision agriculture’s silos of weather prediction, disease diagnosis, yield forecasting, and farmer participation, the manuscript shows immeasurable worth to the academia with the creation of the first-ever fully distributed AI architecture in a precision multidisciplinary domain. It shows how advanced AI can be utilized to solve real-world agricultural problems in sub-optimal, diverse, and underdeveloped areas. The research presents a useful template and credible documentation of performance metrics to help in the design and implementation of future cross-tech projects in agri-tech. It champions the adoption of human-centered design in technology for sustainable farming, and the merging of agri-tech and AI.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	Alternate title: An Integrated AI System for Precision Agriculture: Crop Yield Prediction, Disease Detection, Weather Forecasting, and Chatbot Support
	

	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.

	Abstract. Many factors threaten agricultural productivity and the livelihoods of farmers. Of these factors, unpredictable weather, crop diseases, and instability in crop yield are the most threatening. This research offers a solution in the form of a fully integrated, AI-driven, and weather-forecasts-augmented decision-support system that combines crop disease detection, yield prediction assistance, and real-time support to farmers all in one place. The system uses disease detection deep learning models with real-time PyOWM weather data, particularly MLP models for yield prediction, which are CNN (99.14% accuracy), DenseNet-201 (99.04%), and VGG19 (97%), and for yield prediction, MLP models (R² up to 0.921) with enhanced meteorological data. A Streamlit multi-lingual (English, Hindi, and Telugu) AI chatbot readily available serves personalized assistance. This work offers adaptable tools for farmers to fully bridge the gap between true AI for agriculture and actual agricultural practices, and, thus, provides farmers with an integrated solution for sustainable data-driven farming.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	It is apparent that the submitted manuscript is scientifically valid considering the integrated approach using various (and relevant) deep learning architectures (CNNs, VGG19, DenseNet, MLP), the well-known datasets (PlantVillage, USDA), as well as the well-defined evaluation criteria. Considering the data augmentation/preprocessing steps, the high accuracies achieved in disease detection and the good R² metrics in the prediction of yield should not be problematic. Still, there have been some important scientific gaps in the work. There is little to no mention of comparisons to baseline works; no mention of cross-validation in the yield modelling; no mention of testing for statistical significance which in combination makes the claims of the superiority of the model very weak. The notable drop in test accuracies in some of the models, which was unexplained, raises the issue of overfitting. Moreover, the real-world field testing is also conspicuously missing, as is a description of the chatbot’s NLP architecture. Both of which would help in making the findings more usable and indeed help in advancing the accessibility of the findings. There are no apparent scientific contradictions in the integrated system, and as such more methodological rigor and validation depth is required to further improve the overall scientific contribution of the work.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	· Several key references are old or tangential (e.g., Lambrecht 1981, Todorovic et al. 2018).

· Missing seminal/recent reviews on AI in agriculture (e.g., Kamilaris & Prenafeta-Boldú 2018, Liakos et al. 2018, or more recent surveys from 2022–2024).

· No citations for PyOWM API or Streamlit in the context of agricultural systems, which would strengthen the methodology section.

· No references for using DenseNet or VGG19 in agriculture—while these are standard in computer vision, citing their application to plant disease detection would be valuable.

· Yield prediction models (MLP, CNN for regression) lack citations to recent state-of-the-art works (e.g., using transformer-based models, attention mechanisms in yield forecasting).

	

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

	
The manuscript reflects a reasonable understanding and technical accuracy; thus, it has been able to establish the significance of its research contributions fairly well. However, in order to improve the overall clarity, professionalism, and level of conformity to the benchmarks typical of an academic publication, it is recommended to engage in a final round of proofreading of the document along with some more extensive editing of the style.

1. Use a grammar checker
2. Simplify long sentences and vary sentence structure.
3. Ensure consistent terminology and tense

The language is adequate for submission, but revision will significantly improve clarity, flow, and scholarly tone.
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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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