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 Reviewer’s comment  Author’s comment  (if agreed with reviewer, correct 

the manuscript and highlight that part in the 
manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write 
his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

The document “Hourly Real-Time Rainfall Estimation 
for Improved Smart Irrigation System Using Nearby 
Automated Weather Station deals with the 
development of a low cost irrigation system 
implemented to take decisions. 
 
This paper presents an interesting topic, not only 
scientific but also social integrating system. The 
document is well presented, nevertheless some 
aspects must be considered before publication: 
 
Abstract. It is well stated 
 
Introduction. Two of the main problems in this reviewer 
opinion, related to meteorological data involved are the 
next: Uncertainty in the prediction, and the need to 
have many years of measurement in order to be able to 
take decisions about mid-term aspects. Authors should 
explain in introduction how to manage with these 
problems. 
 
Material and methods. In this reviewer opinion, more 
information about the calibration process of the 
obtained data should be provided, in order to validate 
the decisions taken with such data. Any comparison 
with other stations? 
Errors are commented, but no figures are provided 
about these final errors in the proposed analysis 
 
Case study. It is well defined, but a more detailed 
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information about the neural data finally implemented 
could be interesting, and some more explanation about 
the error estimation provided could inform the reader 
about the validation of the proposed methodology. 
 
Some conclusions are missing in this paper. Why is 
important this methodology? Which is the novelty in 
front of others?, applicability, strong and wake points 
and so on. In this reviewer opinion all this information 
must be clearly stated in the conclusions. In my copy of 
the document this epigraph is named as “1. 
Conclusion”… this must be an error. 

Minor  REVISION comments   

Optional /General  comments   
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