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Reviewer’s comment

Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer,
correct the manuscript and highlight that part in
the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors
should write his/her feedback here)

Compulsory REVISION comments

The aim of the study was to verify the status of resistanceto
Coffee Leaf Rust (caused be Hemileia vastatrix Berk and
Broome) among Kenyan Coffea cultivars. In this study, nine
CLR isolates were used to test/estimate their infection score
(based on the sporulation rate) depending on the host coffee
genotype. It was demonstrated that Robutsa derivatives are
till resistant to most races of H. vastatrix in Kenya. The
CLR isolates showed some differencesin their virulence,
which could be dependent on the host coffee genotype. In
my opinion, these data could be valuable. However, the
author/s has’have not identified any putative virulence
factors present in the tested CLR isolates or the host
resistance genes (the SH genes). Due to the lack of
molecular elementsin this study, | would suggest to
change the title of the paper and re-build some
conclusions.

The figure legends al so should be more precisely
described (i.awith statistical indicators, Fig. 3). What
is a difference between the Figures, 2 and 3? The Fig.
3, Table 3 and Plate 1 show the same result, the same
experiment. Isit possible to create/produce from them
one consistent figure and one figure legend?

Therearenot ethical issuesin this manuscript.

)

The title has been changed to “Status of Coffee
Leaf Rust Resistance on Kenyan Commercial
Resistant Cultivars”

The statistical indicators were avoided in fig. 3
because the figure was meant to depict the
interaction between CLR pathogen Isolates and the
Genotypes i.e. to show whether different
genotypes responded in a similar or different way
to different isolates. It was not meant to compare
different genotypes or different isolates hence no
need of statistical indicators. Only the ANOVA can
show whether the interaction was significant.

Figure 3, Table 3 and Plate 1 show partly same
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information. We have therefore agreed to remove
table 3. However, we would like to retain plate 1
since the plate also shows at a glance the
experimental layout apart from host pathogen
interaction.

Minor REVISION comments

Optional /General comments
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