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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 an essential component of development centered on plant epidemiology and weather driven disease progression of major rice diseases in Telangana and Andhra Pradesh. This study tackles issues of food security, livelihoods linked to rice value chain development in similar contexts especially in the Telangana and Andhra Pradesh to farmers, policy and research. 


	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	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
	2
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	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
	2
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

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

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	15. 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
	3
	



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.
	Plant epidemiology and weather driven progression of major rice diseases in telangana and andhra pradesh
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The abstract presents the diseases studied such as Leaf Blast (Magnaporthe oryzae), Neck Blast (M. oryzae), Sheath Blight (Rhizoctonia solani AG1-IA), Bacterial Leaf Blight (Xanthomonas oryzae pv. oryzae), and False Smut (Ustilaginoidea virens). The context is included involving Six major rice-growing districts — Nalgonda, Khammam, Warangal, and Karimnagar in Telangana, and West Godavari and Krishna in Andhra Pradesh. 

However, the link between epidemiology and weather/climate variables and diseases progression is not fully captured in a sentence. The methodology is incomplete. There is no scientific justification for randomly surveying farmers' fields per district. Less emphasis is laid on reliance on meteorological data and field observations. 

Additionally, the background to the study is lacking, to explain why the study is essential and the problem that it addresses. The study design adopted have not been justified. A brief scientific justification of how and why the design was employed would be better. also, the study design and place and duration of study should be constituted in the methodology. While the temporal dimension Is mentioned from 2023-2025, the study has not addressed when the disease starts, how fast it spreads, the peak periods relative to rice growth in the study area. 

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The author’s opening statement draws a global significance of Rice (Oryza sativa L.), though there is need to revise the introduction under a well-structured format. A trickle-down approach is recommended for the introduction. With this approach, the authors would present epidemiology and weather-driven disease progression of rice diseases from a global perspective, developed world, less developed world, then to the situation in Telangana and Andhra Pradesh with emphasis on major diseases, disease incidence, severity, and disease progress dynamics. This should be followed by the problem statement, existing gap and the objectives of the study. The study area is not justified. The authors should justify the choice of the study area in the introduction section. Explain why the study area was chosen. 
Additionally, the link between epidemiology and weather has not been fully captured. The local vulnerabilities of the climate trends of Telangana; Andhra Pradesh should be emphasized, with the mechanism on n how weather affects diseases. 

Information on the study area is largely absent. Telangana; Andhra Pradesh should be presented in detail, including its location on the globe longitudinally, and latitudinally. The surrounding landscapes and communities that constitutes the study area. Moreover, A spatial illustration of the study area showing the selected areas of focus is essential. What scientific procedure let to the selection of eight farmers’ fields per district? And how were the fields surveyed? 

The methodological section is constituted of many subheadings with little contents. A well synchronize paragraphic format that integrates several small contents in a logical and coherent format would be essential. 

What scientific explanation led to the sampling of 50 plants in five spots and not more? Also, the authors should justify the reasons for the use of the various statistical techniques used in the analysis. 

A definition of Kharif in the context of India would be better understood. 	Comment by KOMETA RAOUL: A definition of this in the context of India would be better understood. 

In the discussion section, the authors should explain why the diseases specified matters for Telangana and Andhra Pradesh. Progression should be defined based on temporal pattern, in terms of date of first symptoms, date of peak incidence by growth stage, host resistance interaction with weather.  

All results are presented with the use of Tables. The authors should consider providing a graph which shows the contribution of each weather variable over the time period.

The Rhizoctonia solani AG1-IA is not articulated in the result section but is found in the conclusion.

The conclusion provides detailed summary of the findings, though presented point from rather than synchronise paragraphing. moreover, epidemiology and weather findings are not well synthesized. In terms of disease progression, the authors should lay emphasis on when disease start, how fast they spread and peak period relative to rice growth stage in the study area. Also, establish local nuance by relating findings to Andhra pradesh and Telangana known climate issues. Also establish the district(s) most vulnerable. 

What recommendations exist for research and policy?
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	More data should be sourced to strengthen the introduction and discussion sections. 
	

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

[bookmark: _GoBack](If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	No ethical issues identified. 
	



Reviewer details:
Raoul Ndikebeng Kometa, The University of Bamenda, Cameroon 
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