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	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 tackles a real problem for smallholder irrigation: getting usable daily ETo without a weather station. A low-cost, Android-based tool could help with water allocation and reduce over-irrigation risk. Validating against NASA POWER is a sensible first step, and a Flutter build can broaden reach. With clearer methods, stronger validation, and tighter presentation, the work could serve as a practical reference for applied ag-water teams.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Current title is long and repeats context. Suggested alternative:

“A Flutter-Based Android App for Near-Real-Time Reference Evapotranspiration (ETo) Using FAO-56 Penman–Monteith: Development and Validation in Nigeria”.
	

	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.


	  Add the data window and sample size (dates: 4–14 April 2024; n=11 days).

  Define “near real-time” (e.g., 5-hour snapshot vs daily).

  State inputs and their sources explicitly (T, RH, wind at 10 m or 2 m, Rs/Rn handling, pressure/elevation).

  Report at least one error metric (e.g., RMSE and bias) in addition to correlation.

  Remove app UI implementation details from the abstract; keep to problem, method, data, and key results.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	  Equation correctness and notation.
· Eq. (3.3) should be [image: image2.emf]
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· Eq. (3.6) should use [image: image4.emf]
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unless using min/max RH with FAO-56 alternatives.

· Please check symbols (Δ, γ, Rn, G, u2, es, ea) and units against FAO-56.

  Radiation and longwave treatment.
· Clarify how you obtained Rs/Rn. OpenWeatherMap does not always provide net radiation; if you estimated Rn from Rs (Ångström and net longwave), detail albedo, cloudiness, and emissivity steps per FAO-56 Ch. 3–4. If you used NASA POWER for radiation while using OWM for T/RH/wind, state that hybrid approach and justify.

  Wind speed height adjustment.
· If wind is at 10 m, convert to 2 m using FAO-56 [image: image6.emf]
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. Document z and the conversion.

  Psychrometric constant and pressure.
· State elevation/pressure source and formula for γ. If pressure came from OWM, confirm units and conversion.

  Time averaging mismatch.
· You compare a 5-hour snapshot ETo to NASA daily ETo. This biases results. Either compute full-day ETo from hourly data (preferred) or compare like-for-like hourly values from NASA POWER. At minimum, quantify the bias introduced by the mismatch.

  Validation design.
· Add RMSE, MAE, MBE, NSE, and a Bland–Altman plot. Provide 95% CIs and p-values for r and R². With n≈11, report uncertainty.

  Sample size and seasonality.
· Ten–eleven days in April at one site is not enough to claim general performance. Expand to multiple months (dry/wet) and at least two agro-ecological zones, or limit claims accordingly.

  Reproducibility.
· The GitHub link is helpful. Tag a release, pin package versions, add a README with build steps, and include unit tests for the FAO-56 functions.
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	Good
	

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


	Good, but could be improved around the capitalization and using standard units
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

None noticed
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