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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.

	The manuscript addresses a highly relevant scientific topic by examining the environmental pathways of agrochemical contamination and their impacts on human health. The integration of agricultural practices, environmental dynamics, and toxicological effects provides a comprehensive understanding of a growing global concern. The study contributes to identifying exposure mechanisms and highlights the need for safer public policies and agricultural management practices. Additionally, it identifies important gaps in the literature, encouraging further multidisciplinary research on environmental and health risks associated with agrochemical use.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Publication)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	(5) The title is clear, specific, and accurately reflects the content of the manuscript.
	

	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) - It could benefit from slightly more detail regarding the literature selection methodology to further enhance its completeness.
	

	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) - The keywords are appropriate, relevant, and accurately represent the main themes of the manuscript. They support effective indexing and enhance the article’s visibility in scientific databases.
	

	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) - Certain sections could benefit from slightly deeper discussion of specific environmental mechanisms to further strengthen the theoretical framework.
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	(5) - The objectives of the manuscript are clearly stated and well articulated, allowing readers to immediately understand the purpose of the review. They effectively define the scope of the study and guide the overall structure of the text. The clarity of the objectives contributes to the manuscript’s coherence and readability.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	(4) - Incorporating a few additional references on emerging exposure mechanisms could further enhance the comprehensiveness of the review.
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	(4)
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	(3) - While the general approach is understandable, a more structured and explicit description would enhance the methodological transparency and rigor of the manuscript.
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	(4)
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable

	(5)
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	(5)
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	(4)
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	(5)
	

	14. 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
	(5)
	



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 is suitable.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the abstract is comprehensive. It clearly outlines the scope of the article, the main themes addressed, and the relevance of the study, allowing readers to quickly understand the manuscript’s content and objectives.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes. The concepts presented align with current scientific understanding, the interpretations are coherent with the cited evidence, and no statements contradict established scientific consensus. The reasoning is logical and well supported.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	The references are sufficient and recent.
	

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

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

	[bookmark: _GoBack]There are no identifiable ethical issues in the manuscript. The work is a literature review, does not involve human or animal experimentation, and does not use sensitive or personal data. The analysis is conducted responsibly and aligns with ethical standards for scientific reviews.
	



PART 3

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	The manuscript presents a well structured and scientifically sound review on environmental pathways of agrochemical contamination and associated human health impacts. The authors demonstrate good command of the literature, and the discussion is coherent and well supported by recent, high quality references. The identification of research gaps and future directions is particularly strong and adds value to the field.
A few areas could benefit from refinement before publication. The methodology of the literature search lacks detail, which limits transparency and reproducibility. Expanding this section would strengthen the manuscript’s rigor. Additionally, while the limitations are acknowledged, a more explicit discussion of how these constraints influence the conclusions would improve clarity.
Overall, the manuscript is of good quality and makes a meaningful contribution to the topic. With minor revisions.
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