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his/her feedback here)

Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this It is a good work carried out by the author. It will be quite fruitful for all the
manuscript for the scientific community. Why do you like (or scientists working on climate change especially on precipitation analysis. The
dislike) this manuscript? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be data can be based for forecasting over the study areas.
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Is the title of the article suitable? Yes
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Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the Precipitation in Kathmandu Valley: A Spatio Temporal study
addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write
your suggestions here.

Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate? Yes absolutely fine.

Please write a few sentences regarding the scientific correctness | Yes, the manuscript is a good. But it could have been better if the author would
of this manuscript. Why do you think that this manuscript is have done analysis upto 2022/2023. Methodologically it is quite robust and
scientifically robust and technically sound? A minimum of 3-4 technically sound.

sentences may be required for this part.

Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions | References should be more at least 30 references must be there.
of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
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Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly
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In abstract authore should m,ention the number of stations undertaken for study rather
than a generalised statement “majority of the stations”
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