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Review Form 1.6

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

Introduction should specify the main problem and objective clearly. The article only
displayed the problems and previous studies, but the stated objective in the abstract
is not included in the main body of the research. Specify the objective clearly. | also
see that the problem background is not clear, | cannot understand what problem are
you trying to point out since you only give summaries of previous research and
rainfall condition.

From the figure 3 and figure 4, there is no clear distinction of the point of the
discussion. It should be clear on: what is the use for Figure 3 according to the
objective of the research, the same goes with Figure 4, what is the correlation for
Figure 4 to the objectives. The discussion should reflect to the objective of the
study.

What is the implication of the skewed data from the histogram? Why is it that the
conclusion can conclude the months, but the discussion does not mention this?

The conclusion should answer the objective of the study. Please revise it.

Minor REVISION comments

Images were cropped badly, try to look at the images again before submitting.
Rounding numbers to around 4 to 5 numbers after the decimal point might be better
Histogram should be positioned better, please change the axis name

Optional/General comments

Check your English transcript because some of the sentences are not grammatically clear

PART 2:

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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