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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.

	This manuscript provides a comprehensive and timely synthesis of spatial epidemiology research on agrochemical exposure, addressing a field that remains methodologically fragmented and unevenly developed. By integrating evidence from cohort studies, spatial analyses, and biomonitoring, it offers a cohesive perspective that is rarely achieved in existing reviews. Its focus on population disparities, particularly among migrant farmworkers, Indigenous communities, and children, adds meaningful depth to ongoing discussions on environmental justice and public health. Furthermore, by identifying methodological gaps and regulatory shortcomings, the manuscript outlines clear directions for future research and more equitable policy development.

	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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 scope of the manuscript. It effectively communicates the three core elements of the work: spatial epidemiology, agrochemical exposure, and population disparities in North American farming communities.
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	

	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
	5 - The background is strong, detailed, and demonstrates a clear command of the relevant literature. It logically presents the historical evolution of agrochemical use, the foundations of spatial epidemiology, and the social context of exposed populations, providing a robust conceptual base for the rest of the manuscript. The organization is coherent and fluid.
	

	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 articulated, explicitly stated, and well aligned with the overall structure of the review.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 - The literature review is highly relevant and demonstrates a strong command of the major research streams related to agrochemical exposure, spatial epidemiology, and environmental health disparities.
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 - The literature review is up‑to‑date and incorporates studies published through 2026, demonstrating a clear effort to include the most current evidence available. The manuscript effectively balances foundational references.
	

	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
	5 - The literature search methodology is clearly, thoroughly, and transparently described. The manuscript identifies the databases used, the search terms, the time frame, the inclusion and exclusion criteria, and the rationale for the temporal boundaries.
	

	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
	5 - The manuscript provides a strong and well‑developed critical analysis of the literature. It goes beyond summarizing existing studies by comparing methodologies, highlighting inconsistencies in findings, discussing structural limitations in the field, and identifying key gaps that require further investigation.
	

	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
	5 - The manuscript clearly and transparently discusses the major limitations of both the field and the review itself. It addresses issues such as methodological heterogeneity, exposure misclassification, limitations of biomonitoring data, weaknesses in surveillance systems, and structural inequities that hinder data collection in vulnerable populations.
	

	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 - The quality of the references is outstanding. The manuscript relies primarily on peer‑reviewed studies published in high‑impact journals across environmental epidemiology, public health, toxicology, and geospatial sciences.
	

	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 - Is written with clarity, precision, and strong narrative flow, demonstrating conceptual mastery without compromising readability.
	



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.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, no improvement suggestions are needed.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes. Presents arguments, interpretations, and conclusions that are consistent with current scientific knowledge in spatial epidemiology, agrochemical exposure, and environmental health.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes.
	

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

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

	No.
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