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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	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 manuscript addresses a critical gap in site-specific paddy yield management within the Ramsar-designated Kole Wetlands of Kerala by integrating multi-year yield data, cultivated area, and yield stability into a three-dimensional classification model. It demonstrates how spatially disaggregated, data-driven analysis can guide targeted interventions in wetland rice ecosystems—an approach relevant for similar agroecological zones worldwide. The group-specific intervention matrix is practical and policy-oriented, providing actionable recommendations for infrastructure improvement, varietal choice, and climate adaptation. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is concise, descriptive, and reflects both the geographic focus (Kole Wetlands) and methodological approach.
	

	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, well-structured, and covers background, methodology, key results, and implications. However, consider: Adding a brief mention of the number of typologies (eight groups, A–H) and the most/least stable ones for better specificity. Including a short sentence on the broader applicability of the model beyond the Kole wetlands.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes. The methods are clearly described, the classification logic is sound, and the statistical approach (use of median thresholds, CV for stability) is appropriate. The linkage between results and proposed interventions is coherent. The discussion is well-supported by literature and field data. Minor clarifications could be made in: Justifying the choice of 20% CV as the stability threshold with more reference support. Providing brief detail on how expert validation was conducted (e.g., structured interviews, workshops).


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes. The paper cites relevant literature, including recent works from 2023–2025, alongside established foundational studies. The balance of local (Kerala-focused) and international sources is good. Consider adding: A reference on the economic assessment of infrastructure rehabilitation in wetland systems, to strengthen the policy implications section.


	

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


	Yes. The manuscript is readable and technically clear. Minor grammatical edits in a few places could further improve fluency (e.g., avoiding repetition of “padasekharam” in consecutive sentences by substituting pronouns or synonyms).
	

	Optional/General comments


	Figures or maps showing the spatial distribution of the eight groups would enhance comprehension and visual impact. Consider adding a short limitations paragraph, noting that the classification is based on historical yield data and does not directly incorporate socio-economic variables.
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