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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 (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.


	The manuscript offers geospatial assessment of Musi River Basin, Telangana, India. The study integrates remote sensing and GIS techniques to provide insights into the basin's physical environment, which could be valuable for watershed management and sustainable planning. However, the study lacks temporal analysis despite the title mentioning dynamics, and the data appears to be from a single period without specified acquisition dates.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	No, the title includes Land Use Dynamics but the study does not analyze changes over time.
---Integrated Geospatial Analysis of Terrain, Soil, and Land Use in the Musi River Basin, Telangana, 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.


	The abstract is mostly complete but overstates dynamics without supporting evidence from multi-temporal analysis.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct in its descriptions and methods.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are sufficient but; more recent ones on Musi Basin hydrology would strengthen it
	

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


	The language is generally suitable but includes difficult phrasings, repetitions in discussion.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript offers geospatial assessment of Musi River Basin, Telangana, India. The study integrates remote sensing and GIS techniques to provide insights into the basin's physical environment, which could be valuable for watershed management and sustainable planning. 

In introduction section, several citations seem outdated or not optimally chosen: Sabins (1997) is a classic but could be supplemented with recent reviews on remote sensing. Ezzati et al. (2014) and El Khidir & Babikir (2013) are relevant but consider citing more direct studies on Indian river basins, such as those using ISRO data for similar analyses.  The paragraph on terrain and geomorphology is informative but repetitive.

In Materials and Methods section, DEM source is not specified. How was it processed (e.g., resolution, interpolation methods)? This is crucial as DEM accuracy affects slope, drainage, and elevation analyses. Preprocessing techniques are listed with citations, but no specifics on implementation: Which software (e.g., ERDAS Imagine, ArcGIS, QGIS)? What classification algorithm (e.g., Maximum Likelihood)? Number of training samples? Most critically, no accuracy assessment (e.g., Kappa coefficient, confusion matrix) for LULC or geomorphology classification. How were GIS overlays performed (e.g., weighted overlay, spatial joins)? 
In Results and Discussion section -Topography (3.1): elevation gradients and implications are discussed but quantitative metrics like slope classes (e.g., % area in steep vs. gentle slopes) or hypsometric analysis would strengthen it.  Drainage Pattern (3.3): Dendritic pattern well-described, but lacks morphometry (e.g., stream orders via Strahler, drainage density calculation = total stream length/area).  LULC (3.5): Dominance of cropland noted, but no temporal comparison despite "dynamics" in title.  Soil Characteristics (3.6): Strong linkage to geology/topography. However, figure reference error: Says "Fig. 6 and Table 4" but should be Fig. 7 (LULC is Fig. 6). 
In Discussion (4) and Conclusions (5): The discussion integrates layers well but remains qualitative- add correlations (e.g., Pearson's r between slope and soil type distribution). Conclusions repeat findings. Propose specific actions like zoning for conservation based on erosion-prone areas. 

Recommendation: Major Revision. The authors should revise to include temporal analysis if claiming dynamics.
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