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	Reviewer’s comment

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

	Author’s Feedback (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.


	This research is important because it provides empirical evidence on rainfall trends and their influence on vegetation dynamics in Tanzania, a country highly dependent on climate-sensitive ecosystems and rain-fed livelihoods. By linking rainfall variability to changes in vegetation, the study enhances understanding of climate-ecosystem interactions, and informs sustainable land management, agriculture, and biodiversity conservation under increasing climate variability and change.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The title can be revised to: Climate Variability and Its Influence on Vegetation Dynamics in Tanzania
	

	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 gives general information but there is need for improvement. The abstract should be revised to follow a standard scientific format: background, objectives, data and methods, key results, and conclusions (this was done to some extent with several gaps). In particular, the sources of the data used should be clearly indicated, the abstract should clearly present the main quantitative results (e.g. magnitudes of trends, correlation values, percentage changes, or statistical significance), rather than general statements. All abbreviations should be defined in full at their first occurrence in the manuscript. Conclusion should be aligned with your key findings. In addition, while both the abstract and the conclusion should highlight the key messages of the study, they should not repeat the same content. The abstract should succinctly summarize the study and its principal findings, whereas the conclusion should emphasize interpretation, implications, and broader relevance of the results.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study applies the Mann-Kendall trend test, which is known to be sensitive to serial autocorrelation in climatic time series. Many recent studies address this issue by using modified Mann-Kendall approaches or applying pre-whitening procedures. The authors should acknowledge this limitation and clearly demonstrate that the reported results are not biased by autocorrelation (e.g., through appropriate testing or methodological adjustments). The authors are advised to present all equations in the methodology section to ensure transparency and replicability of the study.

Although the authors present a section labeled as discussion, it mainly reiterates or interprets the results; the major gap in this manuscript is the insufficient in-depth discussion of the findings and their implications, and the authors should more clearly relate the results to existing literature and articulate their scientific and practical significance. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the reference are recent and suggestions for more references to improve the methodology section are given below: 
DOI: 10.1007/s00704-025-05674-x
DOI: https://doi.org/10.1007/s44274-025-00308-5
DOI: https://doi.org/10.1007/s44274-025-00338-z
DOI: https://doi.org/10.1007/s00704-025-05692-9
DOI: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indic.2024.100452
DOI: 10.3390/atmos14091449
	

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


	The authors are encouraged to improve the overall quality of the language to enhance clarity, coherence, and readability.
	

	Optional/General comments


	While the manuscript highlights potentially significant impacts on communities, particularly with respect to vegetation, the methodology requires further strengthening and a discussion section should clearly contextualize their results and provide more  implications.
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