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	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 a highly relevant and timely topic related to climate-resilient watershed management in semi-arid regions using geospatial technologies. The integration of LULC analysis with NDVI, NDWI, and NDMI provides a comprehensive assessment of vegetation dynamics and hydrological responses to watershed interventions. The study contributes valuable empirical evidence from a real-world watershed development programme in India, which can support policy formulation, project evaluation, and replication of similar interventions in comparable agro-ecological regions. Overall, the work strengthens the application of remote sensing and GIS in climate adaptation and sustainable land and water resource management.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is appropriate, clear, and accurately reflects the content, methodology, and objectives of the study. It clearly conveys the focus on climate-resilient watershed strategies, geospatial technology, and the specific study area.
	

	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 comprehensive and well structured, clearly outlining the objectives, methods, key results, and conclusions of the study. It effectively highlights LULC changes and improvements in NDVI, NDWI, and NDMI. However, the abstract may be slightly improved by briefly mentioning the satellite data source (e.g., Sentinel-2) and the time period of analysis more explicitly to enhance methodological clarity.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound. The methodology is appropriate, logically structured, and consistent with standard practices in watershed impact assessment using remote sensing and GIS. The use of supervised classification, change detection analysis, and vegetation/moisture indices is technically correct. Results are clearly interpreted and well supported by quantitative data and figures.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally sufficient, relevant, and up-to-date, with several recent studies (2022–2025) cited. The literature adequately supports the background, methodology, and discussion. Minor improvement could be achieved by including one or two additional recent international studies on climate-resilient watershed management or long-term hydrological impacts using Sentinel-2 data.
	

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


	The overall language quality is good and suitable for scholarly publication. The manuscript is clearly written and technically understandable. However, minor grammatical corrections, sentence restructuring, and consistency in tense and terminology are recommended to further improve readability and academic polish.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. Figures and tables are relevant and effectively support the findings; however, figure captions may be slightly expanded for better standalone understanding.
2.  The disclaimer regarding the non-use of generative AI is clearly stated and appropriate.

3.  The study would benefit from a short subsection discussing limitations and future research directions.
The manuscript is scientifically sound and publishable after minor language editing and small improvements in methodological clarity.
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