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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.


	An essential baseline evaluation of the vegetation status and land use/land cover (LULC) for the Kechemo watershed, an area targeted by the CALM initiative, is covered in this publication. This study is useful for local natural resource management, tracking the results of CALM programs, and guiding watershed restoration or climate-smart agriculture initiatives, in my opinion as a water resource engineer who has studied on LULC impacts on streamflow. The findings can be used as a baseline for future change detection following program activities and will be helpful to practitioners and local decision-makers.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Though it could be a little clearer or shorter, the title is typically appropriate.“Assessment of Land Use and Land Cover of Kechemo Watershed, Keyih Tekli District, Central Zone of Tigray, Ethiopia.” is a suggested substitute.


	

	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 aims, data, methodology, and key findings are all clearly described in the abstract.

· A crucial revision is needed because the abstract contains a contradicting statement: "cultivated land (66.94%).." barren land (3.46%). However, it goes on to say that "about 56.3% and 42.2% coverage of the watershed is classified under low vegetation class and bare land, respectively." The figures in Table 2 are in contrast to this. To ensure that LULC class percentages and vegetation-index-based classes are not combined or reported incorrectly, please review and edit the abstract's percentage amounts and wording. (Explain in detail whether the 42.2% is mapped LULC barren land or NDVI-based bare index area.)


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Methodology

Description of Study area:

· Please indicate the precise time frame for every set of data that was used. The duration of the meteorological and satellite data collection is not specified in the publication.
· Additionally, the sudden drop in temperature in August is out of the ordinary for this area and time of year. Please double-check the data for any mistakes or provide an explanation for this inconsistency.

Results 

· In section 3.1., describe the map or data that the Kappa coefficient was calculated against. Was it derived from the confusion matrix using the same reference points? Describe the tools and formula used to calculate Kappa.

Discussion:

· The vegetation-index class percentages (Table 4) and mapped LULC class percentages (Table 2) are currently confused in the paper. The writers need to make it clear that they are distinct outputs: The four LULC classes (cultivation, shrub, bare, and settlement) on the supervised classification map (a) and the vegetation-index derived classes (bare, low, medium, and high) based on NDVI/OSAVI thresholds (b). In the text and the abstract, resolve or clearly distinguish these two findings.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	· In general, the references given are appropriate. 

· The citation in Section 2.2.1 is written improperly. The term "in (Lillesand et al., 1994; Story et al., 1986; Congalton, 1991)" is grammatically incorrect and is not positioned correctly in the sentence. Please update the text and fix the formatting of the citations.


	

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


	Although most sentences in English are understandable and clear, there are a few small grammatical flaws that need to be fixed. Tables and Figures 2, 4–6 are helpful; make sure the labels are consistent and the images are high resolution. Where units and legends are lacking, add them. Use the exact figures that are already provided in place of vague terms like "very low coverage of vegetation."


	

	Optional/General comments


	Although the work is technically competent and scientifically sound, it needs some editorial polishing, clearer separation of LULC vs. vegetation-index values, and corrections and clarifications in the abstract and methods.

Studying is beneficial, the methodologies are suitable, and the accuracy metrics are good. Most necessary modifications are clarifications and adjustments (Abstract, methodology, consistent presentation). Thus, a minor revision.
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