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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	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.
	The manuscript addresses the problem of the precise classification of tropical rain types and the Z-R relationship across vertical profiles. The study utilises satellite images, meteorological analysis, data from the micro rain radar, and machine learning to tackle the problem statement. The study involving these advanced techniques aims to offer a more reliable means of estimating rainfall rates and helps in more accurate weather forecasting. This is very crucial for various sectors, including agriculture, transportation, disaster management, communication sector, and aviation and maritime industries. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title “Variation of Rain Microstructure Parameters with Weather Conditions in South-Western Nigeria using a Micro Rain Radar” is suitable.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract is apt for the article. Contains all the information that a reader requires to get an idea of the overview of the paper. It gives the reader information on how the precision of the Z-R model has been enhanced and an idea of how the micro rain radar has been utilised for the same. The abstract gives an overview of the work in a crisp manner which will greatly help the reader. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	1. Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct. 
2. The authors have explained in detail about the rainfall, rain prediction models, how it impacts RF communication. 

3. The authors have clearly and elaborately explained the experimental set-up and the site with suitable reasonings.

4.  A suggestion is that some kind of comparison with the existing work by other researchers can be included. 

5. I also suggest that the authors include a figure of the experimental set-up and the site for better understanding and appreciation by the reader.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	It is observed that the references are not recent ones and only very few are after the 2000s. I suggest that the authors review other literature work that has happened in the same field in the past 5 years, so that the authors and the readers are updated of the current state of the technology and a reader can appreciate the work much better.  
Also, the current number of references are only 12, but I suggest that the authors increase the number of relevant references. 
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	Yes the language throughout the article is suitable for scholarly communications. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. The image quality, like in Fig. 1, can be improved. The font size is too small and is not readable. 
2. Some abbreviations expansion has not been given at the first occurrence, for example CCIR.

3. A closing bracket is missing while calling the references in the running text. 

4. Throughout the article the formatting is not maintained, for eg., on page 7 you can observe different line spacing at different places. 

5. Figures and tables have to be called in the running text.

6. The legend of Fig. 2(a) is not clear. 

7. It is advised to avoid using “%age” instead of percentage, as this may cause unnecessary confusions. 
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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