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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.


	This manuscript addresses an important topic in water resource management and agricultural monitoring in semi-arid regions, particularly in India’s Betwa River Basin. The integration of MODIS NDVI time-series data with GIS techniques for mapping irrigated and non-irrigated areas provides valuable insights for sustainable water management. The approach is scalable, cost-effective, and replicable for other basins. The findings contribute to bridging the gap between remote sensing research and operational water management applications.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title accurately reflects the content, scope, and methodology of the paper. It is concise and informative.
Suggested minor improvement: Consider rephrasing to:
“Integrating Remote Sensing and GIS for Irrigated Area Mapping: A Case Study of the Betwa River Basin, India” – this phrasing improves readability and emphasizes the mapping aspect.
	

	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 well-structured, concise, and includes objectives, methods, results, and implications. It effectively communicates the study’s purpose and findings.
Minor suggestions:

1. Include numerical values for accuracy (86% overall accuracy, kappa 0.82) earlier in the abstract.

2. Clarify that MODIS data were used at 250 m resolution to set expectations for spatial scale.

3. The phrase “double crops” could be clarified as “double-cropped irrigated systems.”


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is methodologically sound. The workflow — from data acquisition to classification and validation — is logical and well-documented. The use of the ISOCLASS algorithm and MVC technique for NDVI composites is appropriate. The discussion links results to existing literature effectively.
However, the accuracy assessment (58–62%) seems inconsistent with the 86% overall accuracy mentioned earlier. This discrepancy should be clarified. Additionally, statistical validation (e.g., confusion matrix details) could be expanded in a table for better transparency.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are adequate and include key literature (e.g., Thenkabail, Gumma, Wardlow). Most are recent and relevant (2005–2020).
Suggestions:
Include newer works using Sentinel-2 and Landsat-9 for comparison (e.g., 2022–2024 papers on NDVI-based irrigation mapping).

Ensure reference formatting consistency (e.g., uniform citation style, removal of duplicates such as Gumma et al., 2014 appearing twice).
	

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


	Yes, the manuscript is clearly written, with minor grammatical inconsistencies (e.g., article usage and punctuation). Technical terminology is appropriate. A light language edit could further improve flow and readability.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. Figures are clear, but captions could be more descriptive (e.g., specify what NDVI ranges correspond to irrigated vs. rainfed areas).

2. Consider summarizing Table 2 findings visually through a bar chart for easier interpretation.

3. The study could benefit from a short “Limitations and Future Work” subsection before the Conclusion.

4. Clarify whether “Sub-Pixel Area estimation” refers to linear spectral unmixing or a simpler area-weighted approach.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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