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PART  1: Review Comments 
 
 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment  

The equations were numbered, and the paper was submitted for review in a 
certi fi ed company. 
 
 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

The author(s) should read the manuscript carefully and correct grammatical and 

typographical errors. The following were found in first sentence of the Abstract.  

 
“The homogeneity investigation of a series can be done through several statistical tests 

nonparametric that serve to detect artificial changes or non-homogeneities in variables 

climatic”. 

 

The body of the work contains among others.  

“The Wald-Wolfowitz and Kruskal-Wallis non-parametric tests are a more traditional way of 

analyzing homogeneity” 
 
-equations likethis like this Yj, j = i + 1, i + 2, ...., n, should be typed using maths style 

- Equations needs to be numbered.  

- Analytical software used to implement the analysis needs to be mentioned.  

Corrected 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 



 

 

SDI Review Form 1.6 

Created by: EA               Checked by: ME                                             Approved by: CEO     Version: 1.6 (10-04-2018)  

 
PART  2:  
 

 
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) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

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

 
 
 

 
 


