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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 contributes to the scientific community by describing the application of Remote Sensing derived indices in assessing vegetation health, moisture level, and urban growth patterns. It follows the current trend of employing Remote Sensing techniques in the monitoring and assessment of environmental changes. In general, the study presents the usefulness of spectral indices in environmental assessment. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title could be better improved to “A Comparative Analysis of Remote Sensing Derived Spectral Indices of Kerala’s Valanchery Micro-Watershed” 
	

	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.


	1. The Abstract appears to lack clearly stated objective(s)/reason(s) for carrying out the study, especially as it relates to the Study Area. This should be included, alongside the mentioned usefulness of multispectral satellite data in line 1.
2. In the sentence “…the Google Earth Engine platform was used to handle Landsat-8 Operational Land Imager data.”, the use of the word “handle” is unclear, the authors are advised to clarify what this term implies whether they mean “to acquire the Landsat 8 OLI”, or “to process the Landsat 8 OLI”.
3. Quantitative details should be included in the result-summary presented in the abstract, e.g. “…the study shows an increase in built-up areas; with maximum NDBI varying from 0.5 in 2015 to 0.9 in 2023. Furthermore, a steady increase in vegetation greenness was observed, as indicated by NDVI values ranging from 0.4 to 0.7 over the eight-year period…”
4. The key comparison for the three indices, particularly from an environmental point of view, should reflect toward the end of the Abstract. This could replace the sentence beginning with “The practicality of…”
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	This manuscript is scientifically correct. It reveals the effectives of geospatial indices in assessing temporal changes of environmental parameters.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	It is suggested the authors add at least 5 more references from 2021 till date. 
	

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


	The English quality of the article is suitable for scholarly communications, although it can be improved.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The following comments are suggested and are critically advised to be considered:
1. The paper lacks clearly stated aim and objectives, which are expected to be presented toward the end of the INTRODUCTION section.

2. The INTRODUCTION section requires a thorough adjustment, especially as it overly concentrates on describing the three indices at the expense of the parameters they represent (i.e. vegetation health, built-up variation, and surface moisture/water availability over time). In view of this, the authors are advised to update this section by citing previous studies that are carried out in the same study area, particularly focusing on observations about the variability of vegetation, built-up (urban expansion), and water availability in the study area. 
3. Generally, a clear context about the study area should be added in the third/fourth paragraph of the INTRODUCTION. This should include the major land use activities in this area, both past and present, and how the land use influences the key parameters assessed in the study.
4. In section 2.2, the use of English should be revised. “…to study on the LULC classifications…” should be replaced with “…to study the LULC pattern…”

5. In section 4 (SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION), there is insufficient discussion of the study’s key results. It is suggested that a detailed discussion on the comparison and practical influence of NDVI, NDBI, and NDWI is added. The authors should elaborate in detail on how these indices affect one another over time. 
6. In conclusion, the article still requires significant adjustments, particularly in the Introduction and Summary/Conclusion sections.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No ethical issues can be pinpointed in the manuscript
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