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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 minimumof 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.

	This manuscript contributes to the scientific community by providing a rigorous, district-scale evaluation of commonly used probability distribution models for extreme rainfall frequency analysis in a data scarce region of Northeast India. By systematically comparing GEV, Log Pearson III, and Lognormal distributions using multiple goodness of fit and accuracy metrics, the study strengthens confidence in model selection for extreme rainfall prediction and flood risk assessment. The findings offer practical guidance for hydrologists, planners, and policymakers in selecting reliable distribution models for climate resilient water resources management.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	I suggest the tile as
Rainfall Frequency Analysis Using Probability Distribution Models: A Case Study of Imphal West District, Manipur, India
	

	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.

	Reduce repetition: The importance of GEV as a superior model is mentioned multiple times; this can be stated once more concisely.

Avoid excessive methodological detail: Listing all goodness of fit tests is acceptable, but their explanation should remain minimal in the abstract.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Slight scientific clarifications and corrections are recommended to further strengthen the manuscript. These include improving consistency between the terms rainfall frequency and flood frequency, clearly stating that annual maximum rainfall is used as a surrogate for flood risk, and correcting some typographical and formatting issues in equations and symbols. Additionally, the relatively short data record (2013–2023) should be acknowledged as a limitation when interpreting long return periods (e.g., 100–200 years), although the applied statistical framework remains appropriate.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	
Need more and recent references
	

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

	

language and English quality are acceptable for scholarly communication alone
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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