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PART 1: Review Comments 
 

 

 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 

 

1. Very long Introduction 

2. Lines 14 to 23 could be the good sentence for discussion 

3. Lines 64 to 88. Where did-you inspire? From literature? Please indicate an 

author. 

4. Very interesting results, but the discussion is poor. 

5. Please the discussion must be documented 

1. Suggestion accepted: two paragraphs were deleted, and some phrases 

were combined/joined (similar meaning); 

2. Suggestion accepted: another paragraph in Discussion session were 

added regarding the theme of El Niño consequences; 

3. Suggestion accepted: authors were added [7], and some 

nomenclatures were changed in order to standardize; 

4. and 5. Suggestion accepted: Discussion was improved, with more 

recent references (2016 and 2017); 

Minor REVISION comments 

 

1. Lines 58 to 62 could be located in the map 

2. No working in this topic on 2016 and 2017? No reference from 2016 and 2017? 

1. Suggestion partially accepted: instead of the map, new information 

regarding the geographical position and climate conditions were added; 

2. Suggestion accepted: Discussion was improved, with more recent 

references (2016 and 2017); 

Optional/General comments 

 

 The authors would like to thank all the important contributions from the 

reviewer, which helped to improve que quality of this article, especially 

in the Discussion. 

 
 


