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PART  1: Review Comments 
 
 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 
 
1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community? 
      (Please write few sentences on this manuscript) 
 
2. Is the title of the article suitable? 

(If not please suggest an alternative title) 
 

3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
 
4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate? 

 
5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct? 

 
6. Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of 

additional references, please mention in the review form. 
(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to provide 
additional suggestions/comments) 
 

 
1. It seems to me that the manuscript is important for the scientific community since it tries 
to establish Rainfall trends of Bhadradri district in the past three decade. 
2. I think the title is appropriate 
3. The summary shows the basic elements of the investigation, or what the summary is 
pertinent, although it could be improved. 
4. The subsections and structure of the manuscript is adequate. However , the background 
be included by carrying out a more extensive bibliographical consultation . 
5. The manuscript is scientifically correct. However, it only remains at the descriptive stage, 
since no explanation is given to the possible causes of correlation between the correlated 
variables. I believe that it could be enriched and given a scope that is at least correlative and 
supported. Likewise, the conclusion is general and limited. More conclusions could be 
drawn from the results. 
 
6. The references are not enough; it could be expanded by doing a more exhaustive 
bibliographic search and this will enrich the document 
 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly 

communications? 

The English language used is understandable and sufficient for most readers to understand the 
purpose and results of the article. 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

It is necessary to carry out a scientific bibliographical investigation of the subject, incorporate it into 
the background, the document must also be organized, and finally more conclusions must be 
sought from the results and not only present a general conclusion. The references must be more 
and from the last years. 
A map of the location of the study area is missing 
What does CPO mean? It is necessary to know where the data comes from and its validity, 
because the institution is validated. 
What is this classification? 
The coefficient of variation is the standard deviation/arithmetic mean. Not the other way around as 
expressed in its formula. 
Whoever determines that this is the correct test. You have to put citations to support this. 
What is meant by this term? 
Once again, based on what this statement is made, which authors support this? 
1155mm or 1213.2mm? At the beginning of the document it mentions 1155 and here 1213.2 mm. 
Are these stations close to the study site? 
The vertical axis of the graphs has no units. I guess it's mm of precipitation 
All the trends shown in the graphs, annual, seasonal and monthly are linear. Perhaps what is meant 
is that the tendency is to maintain the same levels, without ascending or descending. 
It would be necessary to conclude on the three types of analysis carried out, annual, seasonal and 
monthly. 
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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) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

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