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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 manuscript addresses an important issue in agricultural monitoring by integrating Sentinel-1 SAR and Sentinel-2 optical imagery for rice cropping season identification and area estimation in Kerala. The research is valuable because Kerala’s rice cultivation is highly fragmented and cloud-prone, making it an excellent case study for multi-source remote sensing. Block-level mapping and concentration indices provide new insights that can support irrigation management, food security assessments, and greenhouse gas monitoring.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally appropriate. However, it could be shortened for clarity, for example:
“Rice Cropping Season Identification and Area Estimation in Kerala Using Sentinel-1 SAR and Sentinel-2 Imagery
	

	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 informative but too long and dense. It should be edited for conciseness and better flow. Currently, it repeats results instead of highlighting key methods, findings, and implications in a concise manner. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound overall, but there are several issues that must be addressed:

1. Maps and Figures: Figures (location map, classification maps, concentration maps) require careful editing with proper coordinates, north arrow, scale bar, and consistent legends. Current maps lack professional cartographic standards.

2. Sentinel-1 data: While Sentinel-1 is mentioned, acquisition details (specific dates, number of scenes used) are missing. This information is necessary for reproducibility.

3. Pre-processing: The manuscript does not describe pre-processing steps (radiometric calibration, terrain correction, speckle filtering for Sentinel-1; atmospheric correction, cloud masking for Sentinel-2). These are essential for SAR and optical data analysis.

4. Method integration: Although the study claims to integrate Sentinel-1 and Sentinel-2, the classification largely relies on Sentinel-2 MLC. Sentinel-1 appears used mainly for descriptive time-series analysis, not for true fusion. Clarification is needed.

5. Ground truth data: The number of field validation points is limited (especially Palakkad: only 20 rice and 20 non-rice points). The authors should acknowledge this as a limitation.

6. Accuracy assessment: Only overall accuracy and Kappa are reported. The authors cite Pontius & Millones (2011), but quantity and allocation disagreement were not calculated. This should be considered.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Most references are relevant and recent, but a few additional works on SAR-optical fusion and advanced classification methods could be cited for context (e.g., deep learning-based rice mapping, Random Forest vs. MLC performance).
	

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


	The manuscript is understandable but requires language polishing for scholarly communication. Issues include:

· Long and repetitive sentences (especially in the abstract and discussion).

· Inconsistent terminology (e.g., “Viruppu” vs. “Virippu”, “Mundakan” vs. “Mundakkan”).

· Repeated captions (e.g., “Figure 2” heading duplicated).


	

	Optional/General comments


	· The discussion section mainly repeats results; it could be improved by deeper comparison with previous studies .The manuscript would benefit from editing by a professional English language editor.
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