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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. Isthetitle 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)

Yes, the information or data on traditional knowledge on weather forecasting has significant
contribution in crop production towards development of agricultural knowledge. Natural
information should be used as a base and reference as technical input in any development
activities. Hence, research and documenting is worthy.

Yes, but redundant word may be removed, suggested in edited article

Yes, but lack the flow and coherence of expression. It need rearrangement and editing

No, the manuscript need to include subsection to improve the writing.

Yes, but need correction in language and editing

Yes, but not well discussed

Minor REVISION comments

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

communications?

No. The language of writing need detailed revision. The values in the findings were not presented in
detail.

Optional/General comments

The article information is found important. But the language used to express the content should be
revised in all sections. Repeated in similar expressions noted in abstract section. The materials
methods section not expressed details of the study and approach, and variables. The sample size
in interview and questionnaire not known.

The result section need to revise the expressions. The findings not well reported. The lists of
farmers name in the table should be replaced by sample size or other expressions. The authors has
no right to present farmers or interviewed persons in publications. The findings need to be
presented in subsections.

The conclusion does not address the finding.

Many references/ yellow shaded are not cited in the text. The section missed uniform style of
referencing. It violate the rule of referencing.
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Reviewer's comment

IAuthor’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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