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	Reviewer’s comment
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	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 study advances digital soil texture mapping by integrating machine learning with remote sensing and terrain data, enabling high-resolution predictions vital for optimizing irrigation and crop productivity in variable canal-irrigated regions. It highlights Random Forest's efficacy in handling complex environmental datasets, revealing spatial soil heterogeneity often missed by traditional methods. The findings aid land use planners, agronomists, and environmental managers in sustainable resource decision-making.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	Integrating Machine Learning and Remote Sensing for Soil Texture Prediction in Irrigated Landscapes
	

	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 sentence: “A total of 289 surface soil samples were collected particle size analysis was performed...” is grammatically incorrect and needs restructuring.
· Since high-resolution mapping is emphasized, explicitly mention the spatial resolution (10 m) used in the study.

· It's helpful to name at least one important data source (e.g., Sentinel-2, SRTM) to ground the methodology in concrete tools.
· The last sentence is good but could emphasize practical applications more strongly.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, this manuscript scientifically, correct….
· The manuscript clearly defines research objective.

· clearly mention Sound Methodology.

· Mention robust Modelling Approach such as Random Forest and validation.

· Interpretation and Spatial Analysis.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	To further enhance the manuscript's academic depth and align it with current global research trends, you may consider add more references maximum seventy plus.
	

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


	The manuscript is scientifically rigorous, and the core concepts are presented clearly. However, moderate revisions to English grammar, syntax, and stylistic flow are recommended to meet the standards of scholarly writing. While the current text is comprehensible, refining sentence structure, punctuation, and word choice would enhance readability, precision, and overall professionalism.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This manuscript presents a timely and well-executed study integrating machine learning and remote sensing for high-resolution soil texture mapping in a canal-irrigated landscape. The use of field-based texture analysis, Sentinel-2 spectral indices, and topographic covariates provides a robust and scalable framework for precision agriculture. The methodology is sound, and the application of the Random Forest algorithm is appropriate. However, the manuscript would benefit from moderate language editing and a brief discussion on uncertainty, data preprocessing, and clay prediction limitations. Overall, this is a scientifically valuable contribution with strong potential for publication following minor revisions.
The paper is nicely written and reads well. I have though some major concerns basically regarding methodological issues and the discussion of results that I will list next:

1. The authors did not provide sufficient comparisons with recent studies in the literature that follow similar research approaches. Including such comparisons would strengthen the manuscript.

2. In the description of the study area, please include the geographical extent along with relevant information on the prevailing soil texture characteristics.

3. If possible, add a figure illustrating the soil survey, sample collection process, and laboratory analysis procedure (e.g., particle size determination using the pipette method) to enhance the clarity of the methodology section.
4. In Figure 1 (location map of the study area and sampling locations), enhance the map layout by clearly indicating the relative position of the study area with respect to cardinal directions (north, south, east, and west). Additionally, adjust the directional arrow or locator line from Karnataka state to the study area to ensure accurate orientation and spatial context.
5. Please include the sources for all data presented in the tables.

6. If available, specify whether the spectral index bands were also used as input variables in the regression models for predicting soil texture.

7. Clarify the structure of the regression models used to predict soil texture parameters—specifically, which input data were included and whether spectral indices were among the predictors.

8. Include a discussion on the causes of misclassification or confusion among soil texture classes, particularly with respect to their spectral signatures and behaviour.

9. Ensure that all map figures use the same scale, and provide appropriate sources or references for the base maps or data layers used.

Finally, consider including a methodological flowchart summarizing the overall workflow of the study. This would enhance understanding of the research design and data processing steps.
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