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	Author’s Feedback (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 is a valuable contribution to the scientific community as it tackles a pressing issue in agriculture the early and accurate detection of tomato leaf diseases through accessible image processing techniques. By utilizing MATLAB, the authors present a cost-effective and scalable approach that can greatly benefit farmers, especially in areas with limited resources. The combination of image segmentation, feature extraction, and classification enhances the growing body of research in AI-driven agricultural solutions and offers a practical framework for future studies. Moreover, the development of a user-friendly app highlights the real-world applicability of the research, helping to bridge the gap between technological innovation and farming practices.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title, "Image-Based Recognition of Tomato Leaf Disorders Using MATLAB," is clear and relevant.
	

	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.


	Suggested Revised Abstract: Agriculture plays a vital role in India’s economy, with tomato cultivation often affected by various leaf diseases that can lead to significant yield losses. Timely and accurate detection is essential, yet traditional manual methods are often slow and prone to human error. This study introduces a MATLAB-based system designed to automatically detect and classify four common tomato leaf diseases Early Blight, Septoria Leaf Spot, Bacterial Wilt, and Leaf Mold using image processing techniques. The approach incorporates Otsu’s thresholding for effective image segmentation and a neural network model for disease classification, achieving an accuracy of 92% on a dataset of 14 annotated leaf images. Notably, the system achieved 88% precision in detecting Early Blight. Compared to conventional methods, this solution demonstrates improved performance and reliability. Furthermore, the system provides farmers with real-time disease identification and pesticide recommendations, offering an affordable and scalable tool that connects advanced technology with practical agricultural needs.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript offers a promising MATLAB-based framework for detecting tomato leaf diseases using image processing techniques. It addresses a real agricultural need and employs sound methods like Otsu’s thresholding and neural networks. However, its scientific rigor is limited by a very small dataset, lack of detailed methodology, and absence of performance metrics or validation. Key areas such as feature extraction, classification logic, and comparative analysis need clarification. While the concept is solid, it currently serves more as a prototype than a publication-ready study. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are currently adequate for an early-stage or proof-of-concept paper, but to meet the standards of a peer-reviewed journal, at least 3–5 recent and high-impact studies should be added. Also, consider replacing a few outdated citations (2013–2015) with more contemporary work to better reflect recent progress in the field.
	

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


	The current writing is suitable for early drafts, but not yet ready for journal submission. With careful editing and attention to tone, grammar, and clarity, it can meet the expectations of peer-reviewed publications.

Next Step: A thorough language revision is strongly recommended either through self-editing using tools or with the help of a professional editor.


	

	Optional/General comments


	1. The innovation over existing SVM/CNN methods is unclear needs better differentiation.
2. Images are helpful but lack technical details like resolution or scale.
3. Since the system suggests pesticide use, add a note on responsible usage and environmental impact.
4. Explore multimodal imaging (e.g., RGB + thermal) for improved accuracy.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail) NO

	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
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	Here reviewer should declare his/her competing interest. If nothing to declare he/she can write “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer”
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	MARKS of this  manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 

( Highest: 10  Lowest: 0 )
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Accept As It Is: (>9-10)

Minor Revision: (>8-9)

Major Revision: (>7-8)

Serious Major revision: (>5-7)

Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)

Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
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