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	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 manuscript is important for the scientific community because it provides a systematic comparative evaluation of multiple machine learning models for predicting atmospheric refractivity gradients, which significantly influence radio signal propagation. By identifying the most effective algorithms and key meteorological predictors, the study contributes to improving the accuracy of signal propagation modeling used in telecommunications, radar systems, and atmospheric studies. The findings also highlight the strengths of tree-based models over certain deep learning approaches for this specific prediction task, offering valuable insights for future research in atmospheric data modeling. Overall, the study supports the development of more reliable communication and weather-related forecasting systems through data-driven approaches.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	
	

	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 generally clear and summarizes the objective, methodology, and key findings of the study. However, it could be improved by briefly mentioning the dataset source (ERA5 reanalysis) and the time span of the data used for the analysis to provide better context. Additionally, including the key performance metric of the best-performing model (e.g., Random Forest with R² ≈ 0.93) would strengthen the impact of the results. Minor condensation of background information may also help maintain a concise and focused abstract.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript appears scientifically sound and presents a structured comparative analysis of machine learning models for predicting atmospheric refractivity gradients. The methodology, dataset preparation, model implementation, and evaluation metrics are appropriate for the stated research objectives. The interpretation of results, particularly the superior performance of tree-based models compared to deep learning models, is logical and supported by the experimental findings. However, minor clarifications in equations and methodological descriptions would improve the technical rigor.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript includes a reasonable number of references covering classical radio propagation literature and recent studies related to machine learning in atmospheric science. Some references are recent (2023–2024), which strengthens the relevance of the work. However, there are duplicate references (e.g., Bean & Horn 1959) that should be corrected. The authors may also consider adding more recent machine learning–based atmospheric prediction studies to further strengthen the literature review.


	

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


	The overall language is understandable, but the manuscript requires minor to moderate English editing to improve grammar, sentence structure, and technical clarity. Some sections contain long sentences and minor grammatical inconsistencies that could affect readability. A careful proofreading or professional language editing would enhance the clarity and presentation of the manuscript.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript presents a relevant application of machine learning techniques in atmospheric science with meaningful results. With minor revisions related to language improvement, reference corrections, and slight clarification in the methodology, the manuscript would be suitable for publication.
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