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	Reviewer’s comment
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	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	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 manuscript provides a clear and useful overview of extended range weather forecasting (ERWF), an area that is increasingly important due to growing climate variability and its impacts on agriculture. By summarizing findings from various national and international studies, it helps clarify current progress and operational challenges in subseasonal forecasting. The review is valuable for researchers and agencies who rely on dependable forecasts for planning. It also highlights opportunities to better connect ERWF with agricultural modelling and climate-risk management.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title of the article is suitable. It reflects the scope of the manuscript and aligns well with the content presented. If needed, an alternative title that captures the focus of the review could be:

“Advances and Future Directions of Extended Range Weather Forecasting for Indian Agriculture.”
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract is generally comprehensive and outlines the main themes of the manuscript. However, it would benefit from a clearer explanation of the specific gap the review intends to address. The sentences are somewhat long, and simplifying them could improve readability. In addition, the abstract does not present any quantitative findings or key metrics, which would help readers better understand the strength of the evidence discussed in the review. Including a brief statement on the review approach and a more explicit concluding remark would further strengthen this section.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and the topics are discussed in a logical and coherent manner. The review accurately summarizes current knowledge on extended range weather forecasting and provides appropriate references to support the claims. However, some sections rely heavily on descriptive explanations and would benefit from deeper critical analysis to highlight limitations or uncertainties in existing studies. A few figures and statements also need clearer interpretation to strengthen the scientific rigor of the manuscript.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is generally adequate and includes many recent studies relevant to extended range weather forecasting. However, there are several duplicated entries that should be removed to improve clarity and consistency. In total, out of 243 references, there are 15 groups of duplicated citations, amounting to approximately 32–35 references that appear more than once. The authors may also consider adding a few more recent publications on subseasonal prediction, particularly those involving machine learning or hybrid modelling approaches, as this area has expanded significantly in recent years.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The overall English quality of the manuscript is understandable, but it requires moderate improvement to meet the standards of scholarly communication. Several sentences are overly long or complex, which affects readability, and there are occasional grammatical and typographical errors throughout the text. Paragraph transitions could also be smoother to improve the flow of ideas. A thorough language editing—preferably by a professional or a native English speaker—would help enhance clarity and coherence.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· The abstract would benefit from a clearer statement of the research gap and a brief summary of the main conclusions; it also lacks any quantitative highlights that could strengthen its impact.

· Some sections contain repetitive explanations and would benefit from clearer, more concise presentation.

· Several figures appear low-resolution or inconsistently formatted; improving them would enhance readability.

· The manuscript could be strengthened by adding a more focused discussion on the practical implications of ERWF for agriculture and climate-risk management.

· Language flow should be improved, as some sentences are overly long or complex.

· Reorganizing a few sections would help improve clarity and reduce redundancy.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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