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point-to-point response
Dear Esteemed Reviewers and Editorial Team,

Greetings!

We would like to express our gratitude to the editorial team and reviewers for your valuable feedback on our manuscript. We have meticulously revised the manuscript in accordance with the suggestions provided during the revision process.

Below, you will find a summary of the revision notes and specific changes made:

Reviewer 1
This study is a significant contribution in the field of Smart Agriculture. The authors opted to a combination of Drone Remote Sensing Imagery along with a well tuned version of YOLOv8 Algorithm for the detection of Pine Wilt Disease. I have suggested some minor changes for the improvement of the manuscript.

1. Line 24 please add 2-3 lines about methodology used.

Reply: We thank the reviewers for suggesting changes and we have added to the methodology note. We have labeled the revised manuscript accordingly. We hope that our revision meets your requirements.
2. Please add at least two more lines about your results in result section of this section.

Reply: Thanks to the revision suggestions of the reviewers, we have added more quantitative results and made comparisons. We have labeled the revised manuscript accordingly. We hope that our revision meets your requirements.

[bookmark: _Hlk147432196]3. Add research gap and guidelines for future researchers at the end of this section.

Reply: We thank the reviewers for their suggested revisions, and we add future research plans and current problems in lines 592-603 of the revised manuscript. We hope that our revision meets your requirements.
4. Line 41 Monochamus alternates make this name etalic and add year and author.

Reply: Thanks to the reviewers for their suggestions. monchamus alternatus is a Latin noun for insects, and we have added italics after the name, along with relevant references. We have labeled the revised manuscript accordingly. We hope that our revision meets your requirements.
[bookmark: _Hlk147359161]5. Line 64 -128 please shorten this part.

Reply: We are grateful to the reviewers for the succinct introductory section, and we have appropriately shortened the corresponding paragraphs. We have labeled the revised manuscript accordingly. We hope that our revision meets your requirements.

6. Line 164-169 need citation

Reply: Thanks to the reviewers for their suggestions, we have added appropriate references. We have labeled the revised manuscript accordingly. We hope that our revision meets your requirements.

7. Line 173-182 need proper citation of methodology followed.

Reply: Based on the reviewer's suggested changes, we have added appropriate bibliographic methodology citations in lines 173 through 182.I hope my changes meet the reviewers' requirements. We also have labeled the revised manuscript accordingly

8. Line 313-336 may be shifted to methodology section.
Reply: We thank the reviewers for suggesting changes to the experimental environment and assessment setup, which we have included in the Methods section. In lines 331-354 of the newly revised version, we hope that our changes meet your requirements
9. Line 348 Table (2)

Reply: We have corrected the presentation of table (2) based on the reviewers' suggested changes. We hope that our corrections meet your requirements.

10. Fig 6 some plates need more clarity

Reply: Thanks to the reviewers for their suggested changes to Fig. 6, we have added more explanations for Fig. 6, and we also provide a visualization of the detection results and different stages of feature maps for each model in Appendix A. Finally, we also provide the original high-resolution image of Figure 6. We hope our modifications meet your requirements.

11. This part needs improvement by the inclusion of closely related studies done. Although results performances and comparisons have been done well. You may make it better.

Reply: Thank you to the reviewers for their suggested changes to the Discussion section, which we have separated into a separate section, in lines 543-603 of the revised manuscript, and compared and discussed with some studies. I hope my revisions will fulfill your requirements.

12. This part may be shortening to net results and conclusions. Authors have repeated many things again given in previous sections.

Reply: We would like to thank the reviewers for their suggestions on the revision of the conclusion part. We have reduced the conclusion part as required and expressed it according to the main points. I hope my modification meets your requirements.





Reviewer 2
This study is amied to detect pine wilt disease using drone remote sensing imagery and improved YOLOv8 Algorithm. The study design is acceptable. The study contains some valuable results that can be considered after suitable revisions.

[bookmark: _Hlk147408425]1. L26-29: Abstract contains only one sentence about the results. Please give more detailes about your results in the Abstract. 

Reply: We thank the reviewers for their suggested changes to the abstract results, and we have added more narrative about the modeling results in the abstract of the revised manuscript (lines 30-33), and hope that our changes meet your requirements, reviewers.

2. L32: Keywords: please avoid keywords that is already in the title.

Reply: Thank you for the reviewer's suggestion of revising the keywords of the article, we have replaced the keyword expressions in line 35 of the revised manuscript, and we hope that our revision meets your requirements as a reviewer.



3. L162, L172, L243, L311, L394: Figures 1,2,4,5 and Table 2 titles are too short and not well informative. In case of Figure 4 give also the meaning of abbreviations.


Reply: We thank the reviewers for their suggested changes to the article's Figures 1,2,4,5 and the title of Table 2, to which we have added corresponding statements in lines ,171, 182, 253, and 326, respectively, of the revised manuscript. Meanwhile, we have explained the meanings of the relevant abbreviations in detail in the presentation of Figure 4. We hope that our revision meets the requirements of the reviewers.


4. L312: Results and Discussion section is mainly interpretation of results. Please create a separate Discussion section and compare your results with the previous literatures.

Reply: We thank the reviewers for their suggested changes to the results and discussion of this paper, which we have followed by creating a separate discussion section at line 543 of the revised manuscript and adding relevant comparative literature. We hope that our revision meets your requirements.

5. L505: Figure 8. Letter size is too small in the figures.

Reply: We thank the reviewers for their comments on the revision of Figure 8, which has been redrawn on line 520 of the revised manuscript as requested, and the font size has been changed to make it look clearer. We hope our revision meets your requirements.

6. L527: Please give you conclusion in bullet points.

Reply: We thank the reviewers for suggesting changes to the conclusions. We have divided the conclusions into bullet points in line 610 of the revised manuscript, as requested. We hope that our revision meets your requirements.

7. Number of references should be increased.

Reply: Thank you for the reviewer's suggestion to revise the number of references, we have added some relevant references. We hope our revisions meet your requirements.








Reviewer 3
The manuscript entitled "Detection of Pine Wilt Disease Using Drone Remote Sensing Imagery and Improved YOLOv8 Algorithm: A Case Study inWeihai, China" developed an improved YOLOv8 model for detection and identification of pine wilt disease (PWD). Overall, the manuscript was well prepared, with details provided. The following comments are recommended to be addressed for revising the manuscript:

1.Figure 1 is not an algorithm flowchart. Author should rename it.

Reply: We thank the reviewer for suggesting a change to the name of Figure 1, and as requested we have reworked the title of Figure 1 and added the appropriate narrative. We have marked lines 171-172 of the revised manuscript accordingly, and hope that our revision meets your requirements.


2. In line 206, 1446 datasets represent image or diseased pine tree instance?

Reply: We would like to thank the reviewers for recognizing our errors, as we did not double-check our first draft and made some statistical errors. We have corrected it in line 217 of the revised manuscript, and the total number of images is 1450, 1180 for the training set and 270 for the test set. We hope our revision meets your requirements.

3. Figure 4 shows the input images of 640*640 pixels, but the author cropped and divided images into 451*451-pixel segments (in line 200).

Reply: Thanks to the reviewer for finding our mistake, because we did not check carefully when we drew the diagram, the input of the improved YOLOv8 network was wrongly written as 640*640, we have revised the input image size of Fig. 4, and corrected it to 451*451 in line 252 of the revised draft, which corresponds to the previous text. We hope our revision meets your requirements.

4. In line 244, the attention modules CBAM, ECA, and GAM should be spelled out at the first mention. In addition, could the author explain why these three attention modules were selected and compared?

Reply: We thank the reviewers for their suggested revisions to the three attention modules, and we have added a clear description of the three attention modules in lines 258-364 of the revised manuscript in accordance with the reviewers' suggestions, along with an explanation of why the three attention mechanism modules were chosen. We hope that our revision meets your requirements.

5. In line 379, the author stated that comparing to YOLOv8s, YOLOv8s-Atten outperforms in all metrics, including mAP50, mAP50-95, F1-Score, and Mean. Could the author elaborate why YOLOv8s-atten outperformed, but YOLOv8n-atten didn't improve the detection performance compared to YOLOv8n and YOLOv8n-small? Especially, YOLOv8n-atten applied both improved mechanisms, i.e., small object detection layer and attention mechanism.

Reply:
Thanks to the reviewers for their questions about the accuracy comparison of YOLOv8s and YOLOv8n after adding CBAM, ECA, and GAM attention modules respectively. In view of the reviewer's comments, why is the detection performance of YOLOv8s-atten better than YOLOv8n and YOLOv8n-small, but the detection performance of YOLOv8n-Atten is not improved? 
We illustrate the network structures of YOLOv8n.pt and YOLOv8s.pt in line 361. The width factor of YOLOv8s.pt is larger than that of YOLOv8n.pt. Specifically, the more the number of model structures and channels are, the richer the depth feature information can be learned by each layer of the network. Such as texture features with different orientations and frequencies (explained on lines 376-379 of the article). 
The reviewer also mentioned why the performance of YOLOv8n-atten is not as high as YOLOv8n and YOLOv8n-small. Our explanation for this is twofold. One is model complexity: YOLOv8n-atten is more complex than YOLOv8n and YOLOv8n-small. While more complex models are often able to capture more complex features, they are also more prone to overfitting, especially when the amount of data is small. The second is hyperparameter selection: the effect of attention mechanism often depends on the selection of hyperparameters, such as the initialization of attention weights and the learning rate. If these hyperparameters are not properly tuned, it may affect the performance of the model. 
I hope my reply can meet the requirements of the reviewer.

6. The introduction section should provide relevant literature about attention module insertion location.

Reply: Thanks to the reviewer's suggestion to add literature on the combination of the attention module with YOLO detection, we have added relevant literature citations in lines 126-138 of the revised manuscript. We hope our revision meets your requirements.

7. Figure 6 is too small to recognize. The detection results are hard to see clearly.

Reply: We thank the reviewers for their suggested changes to Fig. 6, and we have added the detection results and feature extraction plots for each model in Appendix A (line 665) of the revised manuscript, and we also provide the original high-resolution image of Fig. 6. We hope our revision meets your requirements.


