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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 provides important contributions to the scientific community by offering fine-scale empirical evidence on how climate variability affects informal settlements, a context that remains underrepresented in climate research. By integrating long-term climate data with household-level and qualitative insights, the study advances understanding of the complex interactions between environmental change and socio-economic vulnerability. Its comparative, settlement-level analysis highlights intra-urban heterogeneity, challenging generalized assumptions about climate impacts in rapidly urbanizing regions. Moreover, the findings deliver policy-relevant insights that bridge the gap between climate science and urban planning, supporting the development of targeted, context-specific adaptation strategies.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	is generally appropriate, clear, and academically sound. It accurately reflects the scope (climate variability), context (informal settlements), and geographic focus. 

Key Issues (Reviewer Insight)

1. The phrase “Trends and Extent” is somewhat generic and less engaging.

2. The title does not fully highlight your mixed-methods approach or comparative insight, which are strong points.

3. It could better emphasize urban vulnerability or resilience, which are high-visibility keywords.
	

	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 comprehensive, well-structured, and aligned with the manuscript’s objectives and findings. It clearly presents the research problem, methodological approach (mixed methods), key climate trends, and major implications for informal settlements. The inclusion of comparative insights between Korogocho and Kahawa Soweto is a strong point and enhances the paper’s contribution.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally scientifically sound and methodologically appropriate, and it demonstrates a solid understanding of climate variability analysis and urban vulnerability frameworks. The integration of long-term climate data (1995–2025), application of non-parametric trend tests (Modified Mann–Kendall and Sen’s slope), and the use of a mixed-methods approach (household surveys, FGDs, and observational data) are all consistent with established scientific practices. The interpretation of temperature trends as statistically significant and rainfall trends as weak or non-significant is also correct and cautiously presented, which strengthens the credibility of the analysis.

However, from a rigorous reviewer perspective, the manuscript is not yet fully robust without minor to moderate revisions:

1. There are some internal inconsistencies in reported trend values (e.g., differing Sen’s slope or MK statistics for temperature in different sections), which need to be harmonized.

2. The linkage between station-based climate data and settlement-level conclusions should be more critically justified, particularly regarding spatial representativeness.

3. While the statistical methods are appropriate, assumptions and limitations (e.g., autocorrelation handling, missing data impact) should be more explicitly and consistently discussed.

4. The integration between quantitative climate results and socioeconomic findings is conceptually strong but could be tightened analytically to avoid appearing partly descriptive.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally sufficient, relevant, and grounded in well-established literature, particularly with the inclusion of key frameworks such as IPCC (2022), Adger (2006), Cutter et al. (2008), and Folke (2006). These provide a strong theoretical and conceptual foundation for vulnerability, resilience, and social–ecological systems analysis. The manuscript also includes several recent sources (e.g., 2024 studies), which is a positive indicator of topical relevance.
	

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


	The manuscript demonstrates a generally good command of academic English and is largely suitable for scholarly communication. The writing is formal, coherent, and uses appropriate technical terminology, particularly in the methodology and results sections. The arguments are logically structured, and the manuscript is understandable to an international academic audience.

However, it still requires moderate language editing before publication in a high-impact international journal. The main issues are not fundamental, but they are noticeable:

Key Language Issues

Grammar and article usage
There are occasional errors with articles (“the”, “a”), pluralization, and sentence agreement (e.g., “this is interpretated” → “this is interpreted”).

Repetition and verbosity
Some sentences—especially in the Introduction and Literature Review—are overly long and repetitive, which reduces clarity and impact.

Inconsistent capitalization and naming
For example: “Kahawa soweto”, “Nairobi city County” should be standardized (→ Kahawa Soweto, Nairobi City County).

Awkward phrasing / non-native constructions
A few sentences sound translated or overly complex, and would benefit from simplification for readability.

Minor technical wording issues
Some statistical interpretations need more precise phrasing (e.g., “interpretated”, “this is to mean that…”).
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript addresses an important and timely topic with a solid mixed-methods approach and clear policy relevance. The integration of climate data with socioeconomic analysis is a strong contribution. However, the paper would benefit from tightening the literature review, ensuring consistency in reported results, and improving language clarity. With minor to moderate revisions, the manuscript has good potential for publication.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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