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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.
	· Study of Climatological parameters such as Rainfall analysis is one of the most important studies in across the world in the contest of climate change related activities, such as water deficit, agricultural dry land, drought, etc. which cause water problems to all plant and animals. 
· Therefore, the study significantly investigated the monthly and annual rainfall variability using historical data from Paser Regency-East Kalimantan, which can be estimated in the future knowledge of water availability in the region and policy driven to water resource management, government, etc.
· This kind of rainfall study is extremely important in the area where there will be a water shortage in the near future.
	



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
	2


	

	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
	2
	

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

	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
	2
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	





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.
	More appropriate title may be utilize, since the study observed only average rainfall along the minimum and maximum occurrence across the selected region using daily, monthly and annual time period. It means a temporal rainfall observation over 16 stations (in Paser) and their variability were estimated in different time periods. 

So, I would like to suggest a title of “Investigation of Rainfall Variability Across Different Region in Paser Regency-East Kalimantan, Indonesia”

 I strongly suggest mentioning the country name in the research title, and it is very important if the research is on primary data relating to climate change to recognise the research and gain more research interest in world-wide.  
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	First of all it is requested to make line number in the manuscript which make easier to point out each specific comments.


1. The abstract is very consisting; it needs to add some more information, since it contains summary of the whole research and it attract the readers.

2. The author is requested to put how many stations were investigated (include country name, eg. 16 stations in Paser….., Indonesia), which method was implemented (simple statistic is not solely represent a single methods).

3. In the sentence “Rainfall variability is closely related to climate change in a region, and its analysis is very useful in measuring water availability for agriculture…….. ” replace the word measuring with monitoring, Since the word measuring can be denoted while collecting the rainfall/water in raingauge station. After investigating or analysing, it may be better to write monitoring.

4. Kindly remove rainfall observation station from the keywords; it is not suitable information. Keywords usually help other to track the research paper by using such informative words.  You can use some significant word in which researcher may search to use like rainfall availability, water deficit, etc. those word can be more significant to use.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	A. Introduction:
1. In the sentence “The area of ​​food crops damaged by natural disasters, particularly drought and/or flooding, reached 64%, while the area of ​​food crops damaged by pests and other factors reached 36% (5,8), from the second paragraph. The author is requested to mention the specific area name where this disaster has happened or it is all over the world. It has only mentioned the area and no other details; it will be more reliable source by putting name of the area. 
2. The most important information is missing in the introduction part, which is the motive and significant of the study. It is highly requested to incorporated with the motive (aim/object of your study) and what is the significant (important) to carry out this research particularly in the Paser Regency-East Kalimantan. Your study will be much enhanced by incorporating these two pieces of information.
B. Research Methodology:
No details methodologies were followed.
This can be treated as the heart of the research, where correct methodology will guide to reach the research goal. You can better present with mathematical formulation or a details method was employed. 
I can see only “Daily rainfall and temperature data were provided is owned by various agencies the Indonesia Agency for Meteorology……. In total, we analysed rainfall data from 18 stations of rainfall, record lengths where the longest temporal coverage was 48 years”. 
The beginning and ending periods of the data collection are not documented. Also, the study has used only rainfall data and not temperature data, which is not necessary to mention here. 
It is recommended to add details method followed during the research, such as how much data period (eg. day/month/year to day/month/year) were used and not just length of data; which method were employed to process the data  etc.
The most relatable information should put in each specific section rather than putting in the unnecessary sections. 
C. Results:
1. The results were seem to be appropriate and has attempted to present most of the information. However, a descriptive statistical table is requested to put, by providing information, consisting of mean, standard deviation, maximum, and minimum rainfall in each stations. This will added more significant information in your research finding about rainfall variability in the region (16 or 18 stations).
2. Additionally, include a reference to the figures in the manuscript's most relevant section. It appears that the figures in the work have not been described by the author(s). Please refer (insert) the figures in the manuscript if it has been described rather than just presenting in the manuscript body.
D. Conclusion
In the sentence, “At two rain gauge stations…..”,  which is not appropriate to conclude, the author(s) better to present the stations name like in the station A and B were observed inconsistence data which were supplemented………The rest were significantly presented. 
	

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

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

	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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