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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment


	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.


	This manuscript makes a valuable contribution to the scientific community by demonstrating the effective application of SARIMA models for accurate monthly rainfall prediction in a drought-prone region. By systematically evaluating a large number of model combinations, the study provides a robust methodological framework that can be replicated in similar climatic and geographical settings. The findings enhance the understanding of time series forecasting in hydrology and offer practical insights for improving water resource management. Moreover, the research has significant interdisciplinary relevance, supporting agricultural planning, climate studies, and decision-making processes in regions highly dependent on rainfall.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title, “Prediction of monthly rainfall for 63 mandals in Anantapuuramu district using SPSS”, is generally clear but can be improved for better scientific precision and impact. It does not explicitly highlight the key methodology (SARIMA model), which is an important aspect of the study.

Suggested improved titles:
1. “Monthly Rainfall Prediction for 63 Mandals of Anantapur District Using SARIMA Models” 

2. “Time Series Analysis of Monthly Rainfall in Anantapur District Using SARIMA Approach” 

3. “Forecasting Monthly Rainfall in a Drought-Prone Region: A SARIMA-Based Study of Anantapur District” 

4. “Application of SARIMA Models for Monthly Rainfall Prediction in Anantapur District, India” 

These alternatives are more specific, scientifically descriptive, and highlight the modeling approach used in the study


	

	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.


	Suggestions for improvement : The abstract provides a clear overview of the objective, methodology, and key findings of the study; however, it can be improved to make it more comprehensive and informative for readers.

Firstly, the abstract should briefly mention the data source and time period used for the analysis, as this is essential for understanding the scope and reliability of the study. Secondly, while the methodology is stated, it would be beneficial to highlight the criteria for model selection (such as R², BIC, and MAE) more explicitly. Additionally, the abstract currently lists specific mandals with maximum rainfall, which may be too detailed; this could be condensed and replaced with broader insights to improve readability.

It is also recommended to include quantitative performance indicators (such as the range of R² or error values) to demonstrate the accuracy of the models. Finally, the conclusion part of the abstract can be strengthened by clearly stating the practical implications of the study, particularly its relevance to agricultural planning and water resource management.

Overall, the abstract is adequate but can be refined by adding key methodological details, reducing excessive specifics, and emphasizing the broader significance of the findings.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally scientifically sound and follows an accepted methodology for rainfall forecasting using SARIMA models. The use of time series analysis, model selection criteria (R², BIC, MAE), and validation through error measures (RMSE and MAPE) aligns well with standard practices in hydrological and statistical research. The study also appropriately applies these techniques to a drought-prone region, making the work relevant and meaningful.

However, there are a few areas where scientific rigor can be improved. The manuscript lacks a clear description of the data period, data source, and data preprocessing steps, which are essential for reproducibility. Additionally, the justification for selecting specific SARIMA models among the tested combinations could be explained more clearly. Some methodological explanations are overly descriptive (textbook-like) and could be condensed, while more emphasis should be placed on model validation and diagnostic checks (such as residual analysis and stationarity tests).

Furthermore, although the results show high R² values, the manuscript should include a more critical discussion of model limitations and uncertainty, as rainfall prediction is inherently complex. Minor inconsistencies in terminology and formatting should also be corrected to improve clarity.

Overall, the manuscript is scientifically correct in its approach and findings, but it would benefit from improved clarity, stronger validation, and more critical discussion to meet higher scientific standards.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Suggested additional references : The references cited in the manuscript are generally relevant and appropriate for the topic, particularly in supporting the use of ARIMA/SARIMA models for rainfall forecasting. However, they are not fully sufficient in terms of recency, as most of the cited works are relatively older (mainly before 2020), with limited inclusion of recent advancements in time series modeling and climate data analysis.

To strengthen the manuscript, it is recommended to include more recent studies (from the last 4–5 years) that reflect current developments in rainfall prediction, especially those incorporating advanced or hybrid approaches. Recent literature comparing SARIMA with machine learning models (such as Artificial Neural Networks, Random Forest, or LSTM models) would provide a broader scientific context and improve the credibility of the study.


	

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


	. The language of the manuscript is generally understandable, but it is not fully suitable for high-quality scholarly communication in its current form. There are several grammatical errors, awkward sentence structures, and inconsistencies in tense and terminology that affect clarity and readability.

Many sections contain long, complex, and sometimes repetitive sentences, which make the text difficult to follow. Additionally, some parts are written in a textbook-like or informal style, rather than a concise scientific tone. There are also issues with subject–verb agreement, article usage, and punctuation, as well as minor spelling inconsistencies (e.g., variation in place names).
	

	Optional/General comments


	he manuscript addresses an important topic, particularly for drought-prone regions where accurate rainfall forecasting is crucial for agricultural planning and water resource management. The application of SARIMA models to a large number of mandals is a strength of the study and demonstrates practical relevance.

However, the manuscript would benefit from better organization and clarity. Some sections (especially the methodology) are overly detailed and resemble textbook explanations, while the discussion could be expanded to provide deeper interpretation of results rather than mainly reporting values. Improving the flow between sections and reducing redundancy will enhance readability.

It is also recommended to include a clear statement of novelty and how this work differs from existing studies. A brief comparison with other forecasting approaches (e.g., machine learning models) would strengthen the discussion. Additionally, ensure consistency in formatting, figures, tables, and terminology throughout the manuscript.

Overall, the study has good potential, but it requires refinement in presentation, language, and critical analysis to meet the standards of a scientific journal.


	


	PART  2: 



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

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	There are no obvious ethical issues in the manuscript based on the content provided. The study relies on secondary rainfall data and standard statistical modeling techniques, which do not involve human or animal subjects, thereby minimizing ethical concerns.
	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	There are no indications of competing interest issues in the manuscript based on the available content. The study appears to be an independent academic analysis using statistical models for rainfall prediction, without any evident commercial, financial, or personal influences that could bias the results.
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	
	


Reviewer details:

Sachin S Chinchorkar, Anand Agricultural University Anand, India

