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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.


	The article discussed the early detection of tomato leaf diseases using image processing techniques. This study is especially valuable for small and medium-scale farmers lacking direct access to agricultural experts. The work contributes toward advancing smart farming through affordable, computer-based tools.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	To improve the clarity of the title as per the work discussed, a slight modification  in the title may be helpful for the reader to understand the topic 
Suggested Title-“Image Processing-Based Detection and Classification of Tomato Leaf Diseases Using MATLAB”
	

	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 authors have tried to include all the points to understand the overview of the work in the abstract. Still, it lacks clarity in explaining specific contributions and methods. It clearly states the purpose of the job and discusses the number of diseases covered, the number of sample populations used for the work, the validation of the work, the parameters for validation, etc.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The paper describes a generally sound methodology, such as image acquisition, preprocessing, segmentation, and classification, but the number of samples used  very less only 14 images, is extremely low to justify
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The paper references a good mix of classic and recent literature (up to 2024), including relevant works in plant pathology and image-based classification. However:

Consider citing more recent deep learning-based approaches (2022–2024) for comparative purposes.

Some references are repeated for example  Mokhtar et al., 2015 is cited multiple times in slightly varying formats.
	

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


	The manuscript contains many grammatical errors, inconsistent tenses, and improper sentence constructions.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Plate images and MATLAB screenshots are helpful but should be properly labeled and formatted.

The methodology would benefit from a more formal description of classifier architecture  parameters, or neural network layers if used 

The manuscript would be strengthened by using a public dataset or by augmenting the current dataset to enhance credibility.
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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?
	NO
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	NO
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	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 

( Highest: 10  Lowest: 0 )

Guideline: 

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)
	6.5
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