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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.


	The study addresses the under-researched rivers (Rushikulya, Salia, Makara) along the South Odisha Coast, which is a significant contribution since most prior work emphasizes the Mahanadi and Chilika Lagoon. The integration of RS/GIS, field data, LULC, sedimentation, water quality, and geomorphic proxies makes the study interdisciplinary.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Title suits the purpose
	

	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 overloaded with details (e.g., SDG references, multiple findings). It should be restructured to briefly state aims, methods, key results, and implications in a concise flow.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The objectives are fragmented (“To know about various drains…”). They should be rewritten in sharper, research-oriented terms

Terms like “sand-witched,” “geriatric rivers,” and “zero/trivial deltas” are unusual or confusing. Replace with standard geomorphological terminology.
Figures are referenced but not always described adequately. For example, Fig. 1(a-d) is mentioned, but captions should provide more explanatory detail. Tables (e.g., 4A–C) could be simplified by highlighting only the most significant changes.

The conclusion is somewhat generic (“a long-term well-judged planning is needed”). Instead, propose specific actionable recommendations (e.g., “priority monitoring of the Makara-Salia doab,” “buffer zone planning for Tampara Lake
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	some references are old (1990s) and not critically discussed. A stronger emphasis on the latest coastal geomorphology/climate resilience studies would improve impact.
	

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


	Grammar need to be checked 
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	The biggest improvements needed are in clarity, synthesis, and critical interpretation rather than data quality. It is potential for publication after revisions. 
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