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PART 1(Importance of the manuscript) 


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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.
	This manuscript examines the spatio-temporal variability of some key climate parameters (rainfall, temperature, water balance and related indices) in the municipality of Za-Kpota, southern Benin based on 30 years data (1988–2017) from a nearby Bohicon synoptic station. It is relevant to the scientific community due in large part to the regionʹs reliance on rain-fed agriculture, including rice cultivation, which makes local-scale climate analyses crucial to better understand vulnerabilities to variability and change.
	



PART  2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Satisfactory (Needs some modification)
Rating Scale: 3
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes
Rating Scale: 4
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes
Rating Scale: 4
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes
Rating: 3  
Better if highlight gaps specific to Za-Kpota 
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes
Rating: 3
Objectives should be sharply stated as specific, testable aims. 

	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes
Rating: 3
Citations include some recent works (e.g., Oyede et al. 2022, Awode et al. 2025), but several references appear outdated or mismatched (e.g., Pacifico 2020 on a Brazilian plant species seems irrelevant). The review could better integrate recent Benin-specific trends showing warming and rainfall variability.

	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes
Rating: 3 
 Standard tools (arithmetic mean, water balance, Lamb index/ISP, Liebmann onset method, ETCCDI indices, Pettitt/Buishand tests, SPI) are appropriate. However, the single-station approach limits spatio-temporal claims, ETP calculation details are missing (critical for water balance), and some index formulas contain apparent typos (e.g., Lamb index description and dry/wet thresholds).
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	NA
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes
Rating: 3
Results describe patterns (bimodal rainfall, hot months, water deficits/surpluses, slight upward trends) but suffer from inconsistencies (periods, figure years like 1993–2022 vs. manuscript 1995–2024; one figure source dated "March 2025"). Trends are mentioned (e.g., +5.14 mm/year rainfall) but statistical significance is often unclear. Some claims (e.g., extreme events >10 mm days, temperatures >36 °C) appear in the conclusion without detailed presentation in results.
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes
Rating: 3
Figures lack in full legends, axis labels clarity, or consistent periods. Table 2 is referenced but incomplete in the provided text. Figures 2–9 sources are uniformly "Meteo-Benin, March 2025," which is odd for a 2024-period study.
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes
Rating: 3
It could be more critically compare trends with regional studies showing post-1970s deficits or recent warming.

	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes
Rating: 3
Conclusions emphasize variability, slight rainfall increase, warming, and adaptation needs, which align broadly with findings. However, claims about "notable rise in heavy rainfall days and extreme temperatures" and specific agricultural impacts need stronger direct support from results.
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	No
Rating: 1

	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes
Rating: 2
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes
Rating: 3
English is generally understandable but contains awkward phrasing, repetition, minor grammatical issues, and some technical inaccuracies/typos in formulas and index interpretations.
	



PART  2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

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


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No. 
Suggestion: Revise to "Temporal Variability of Climate Parameters and Water Balance in the Municipality of Za-Kpota, Benin (1995–2024): Insights from Bohicon Station Data" (or similar) to better reflect the predominantly temporal/single-station nature of the analysis.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes

Suggestion: Mention exact study status
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No (with qualifications). 
There are several issues: (1) inconsistent study periods across title, abstract, methods, results, and figures; (2) "spatio-temporal" overstated without spatial data or mapping beyond a location figure; (3) some formula errors or incomplete descriptions (e.g., Lamb index thresholds, SPI); (4) ETP method not fully specified; (5) mismatched/irrelevant citations; (6) conclusions extending beyond explicitly presented results. These are repairable but require careful revision. Regional context aligns with known warming and variability in southern Benin, though local specifics need validation against station norms (Bohicon typically shows ~1100–1300 mm annual rainfall and similar temperature ranges).
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No. 
Suggestion: Update and correct the reference list. Aim for broader coverage of post-2020 literature where possible.
	



	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
Needs Minor to Major revisioins.
Recommend checking data sources and figure accuracy carefully, as some details (e.g., 2025 source dates) raise questions about preparation timeline
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (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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