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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 text's theme and scope are relevant, as they address a timely topic regarding the adverse effects of extreme weather events on the agronomic performance of major global crops—factors that can compromise food sovereignty and security in various countries. The authors present a detailed, critical analysis examining how extreme weather events (heatwaves, droughts, excessive moisture, and waterlogging) alter the plant disease triangle (host, pathogen, environment) and the protection afforded by the associated microbiome. They operate on the premise that climate extremes cannot be understood solely through changes in seasonal averages; rather, the intensity, duration, and sequence of events, along with the recovery window, are what determine the occurrence of epidemics and actual agricultural losses.
	


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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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

The text is well-formatted. Topics and sub-topics are arranged chronologically and align with the article's scope. The review was conducted based on the principles of the SANRA scale (Scale for the Assessment of Narrative Review Articles) to ensure transparency in literature selection and scientific reasoning. The authors focused their primary search on an appropriate timeframe—January 2011 to July 2026—using established scientific databases such as Europe PMC, PubMed, Crossref, OpenAlex, and SciELO, among others. The adopted method rigorously distinguished the strength of the evidence. Greater causal weight was assigned to functional interventions (defense gene mutagenesis, synthetic community reconstitution, and microbiota transplantation) than to mere correlations based on amplicon sequencing or statistical model projections. The authors defined biological exposure to a climate extreme based on magnitude, duration, onset rate, sequence, and recovery interval. The article demonstrates that the temporal order of stressors can be just as decisive as their individual intensity. The tables are well-formatted, containing relevant information that is easy for the reader to understand. The authors adequately addressed aspects regarding host physiological recovery and root microbiome succession, which may remain altered for extended periods after weather conditions normalize (e.g., following the resumption of irrigation after a drought). The review establishes an analytical distinction between host susceptibility, infection frequency, symptom severity, and loss of productivity or quality. Notably, the authors highlight that a reduction in visible disease symptoms (such as Fusarium wilt in cereals under drought) does not necessarily translate into gains in productivity or food security, as abiotic stress imposes severe losses in agricultural yield. Drawing on current and relevant scientific literature within the article's scope, the authors satisfactorily discussed all intervening factors affected by the occurrence of extreme climate events. The authors postulate that the use of biological inoculants requires effective colonization, compatibility with management practices, and functional persistence. They emphasize that inoculating rice seedlings with mycorrhizal fungi during the aerobic nursery phase—prior to transplanting into flooded fields—has been shown to increase blast resistance and yield in field trials. The authors define disease resilience as a conditional and measurable property of the plant-pathogen-microbiome-environment system, rejecting the attribution of universal resilience to any single gene, microorganism, or input. They propose a well-targeted research agenda, organized chronologically to outline research priorities (short, medium, and long term) aimed at addressing gaps in causal inference. The article demonstrates high scientific merit and analytical rigor, advancing knowledge by showing that disease protection in the context of a climate emergency depends on the temporal overlap of viable inoculum, host susceptibility in the appropriate tissue, a favorable microclimate, and the presence of an effective protective function.
	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.
	The title is appropriate and consistent with the scope and objectives of the article.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The article abstract is a well-formatted, dense, and well-structured synthesis that effectively maps the complexity of the topic while establishing the scientific rigor required for a narrative review. The authors successfully identify conceptual issues, emphasizing the adverse effects of extreme weather events that can significantly impact disease occurrence in major agricultural crops—factors with significant implications for disease emergence. The authors emphasize that the classic concept (host, pathogen, and environment) remains valid in its relational logic but has been expanded to incorporate biological variation across major crops and the decisive role of the associated microbiome. The authors posit that, although global estimates and observations document the poleward shift of pests and pathogens, average warming alone does not explain every new outbreak; human transport, agricultural changes, surveillance intensity, and host availability are all part of the actual causality.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The article is written in clear, accessible language suitable for diverse audiences. The topics covered follow a chronological order. The sentence structure is concise and effectively reflects the information gathered from the analysis of how extreme weather events impact the occurrence and severity of diseases affecting the productivity of major global crops. The themes are organized in an appropriate chronological sequence, and the authors have satisfactorily explored all key factors influencing disease occurrence across the planet's various ecosystems.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes. The bibliographic references are consistent with and directly related to the article's scope—in both quantitative and qualitative terms—satisfactorily addressing the theoretical foundation and the state of the art regarding the topic
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	No. The article does not present any ethical inconsistencies. It addresses a technical topic and is strictly supported by agronomic and scientific literature evaluation processes.
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