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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 the issue of soil erosion–based sub-basin prioritization in an intermittent river system, which is an important and relatively under-studied topic in semi-arid regions of Central India. The application of morphometric analysis using GIS and remote sensing provides a cost-effective framework for watershed management in data-scarce environments. The study contributes useful baseline information for local planners and decision-makers involved in soil and water conservation. However, its scientific contribution is primarily regional.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is generally suitable and reflects the content of the manuscript.
However, it could be slightly shortened for clarity.

Suggested alternative (optional):
Morphometric-based sub-basin prioritization for soil erosion assessment in the Jirgo River Basin, Central 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 detailed and generally informative, but it is too descriptive and lengthy.
Specific issues include:

· Over-emphasis on individual morphometric results;

· Limited clarity on the methodological limitation of the approach;

· Absence of any statement regarding validation or uncertainty.

Suggestions:

· Reduce numerical details;

· Clearly state that prioritization is based solely on morphometric indicators;

· Briefly mention limitations and future improvement directions.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is technically correct in terms of GIS-based morphometric computation and follows established methodologies (Horton, Strahler). However, several scientific limitations reduce the robustness of the conclusions:

1. The prioritization is not validated using field-based soil erosion, sediment yield, or hydrological data.

2. The study assumes a direct relationship between morphometric parameters and soil erosion without quantitative verification.

3. Climatic, land-use, soil type, and vegetation factors are excluded, resulting in a static erosion assessment.

4. Multicollinearity among morphometric parameters is not evaluated.

Therefore, while methodologically sound, the scientific rigor is moderate, and conclusions should be interpreted cautiously.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is extensive and includes many classic and recent studies.
However:

· Several references are methodologically repetitive;

· Very few studies explicitly validate morphometric prioritization against observed erosion or sediment data.

Suggestions:

· Include comparative studies using RUSLE, SWAT, or MCDM approaches;

· Cite studies that evaluate uncertainty or validation of morphometric-based prioritization.


	

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


	The English language quality is generally acceptable, but the manuscript requires moderate editing:

· Sentences are often overly long;

· Some sections are repetitive and descriptive;

· Minor grammatical and stylistic issues are present.

Professional language editing is recommended before publication.


	

	Optional/General comments


	  The Results and Discussion section relies heavily on description rather than analytical interpretation.

  Figures are informative but could be reduced or better integrated with discussion.

  The conclusion should more clearly distinguish between methodological capability and actual erosion processes.
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