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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 highlights the importance of agrometeorological advisory services in improving climate-resilient sugarcane farming. The study provides useful insights into farmer adoption, satisfaction, and seasonal effectiveness of weather-based advisories under the GKMS and DAMU system. The findings may help improve timely and location-specific advisory services for sustainable agricultural management.
	




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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

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

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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


	2
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	2
	




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.

	Yes
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	Abstract is somewhat lengthy and contains grammatical issues and repetitive sentences. Some important statistical details and clearer presentation of key results would improve its overall quality.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	1. The manuscript contains many grammatical and sentence construction errors, making several sections difficult to read smoothly. 
2. The Introduction is repetitive and too lengthy in some places. Similar points about weather advisories and climate resilience are repeated multiple times. 
3. The objectives are written in paragraph form instead of being presented clearly and concisely. 
4. The methodology section lacks important details such as: 
· sampling procedure, 
· farmer selection criteria, 
· survey design, 
· questionnaire validation, 
· statistical software used. 
5. The study repeatedly mentions “response time,” but the method of measuring response time is not clearly explained. 
6. The hypotheses section is unnecessarily detailed for this type of study and could be simplified. 
7. The formula for percentage calculation is incomplete in the manuscript. 
8. ANOVA analysis is mentioned, but actual ANOVA tables, F-values, p-values, and significance levels are not properly presented. 
9. Correlation analysis is discussed, but correlation coefficient values are not shown anywhere in the Results section. 
11. The Results and Discussion section is mostly descriptive and lacks deep scientific interpretation. 
12. Several conclusions are generalized without sufficient statistical evidence. 
13. Table 1 contains multiple spelling mistakes such as: 
· “Mansoon” instead of “Monsoon” 
· “Revelent” instead of “Relevant” 
· “Irrelevent” instead of “Irrelevant” 
· “Prepar” instead of “Prepared” 
15. Seasonal classifications are inconsistent: 
· Winter season is wrongly mentioned as “SMT (40 to 52*)” instead of SMW 1–8. 
16. The abbreviation “SMT” is used in tables instead of “SMW,” creating inconsistency. 
17. Table formatting is very improper and difficult to understand. The arrangement of headings and variables needs major correction. 
18. Figures are not properly labelled and not properly explained in the manuscript text. 
19. The manuscript lacks graphical presentation of statistical findings such as adoption percentages, satisfaction trends, or seasonal comparisons. 
20. Several references are very recent (2025) but appear unrelated or weakly connected to the discussion. 
21. Reference formatting is inconsistent throughout the manuscript. 
22. The discussion section repeats results instead of critically comparing findings with previous studies. 
23. The manuscript does not discuss limitations of the study. 
24. Farmer satisfaction analysis is too general and lacks detailed interpretation. 
25. The conclusion section repeats many statements from the Results and Discussion instead of providing concise final insights. 
26. There are several punctuation and spacing inconsistencies throughout the manuscript. 
27. The manuscript needs thorough English language editing before publication. 

	

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

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

	10. Many references are cited in the text without proper sentence structure. For example: 
· “similar as Srivastava et al., 2022” 
· “closed as result reported as Mall et al., 2016” 

	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	No
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