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	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.


	Soil moisture in the surface layer is a central variable in irrigation planning, drought analysis, and hydrologic modeling, but it is challenging to determine continuously over a watershed using point gravimetric measurements alone. This manuscript shows that the combination of multi-sensor remote sensing data (SAR, optical, thermal, rainfall, ET) with cloud computing (Google Earth Engine) and machine learning regression can be used to generate spatially resolved maps of soil moisture at the watershed scale. This study is useful for water resource management in monsoon-dependent agricultural regions, and the approach may be adapted to other watersheds in India with similar data availability. The variable importance analysis also contributes to scientific understanding by identifying the predictors that are most important for explaining soil moisture variability in the region.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is generally appropriate and captures the essential components (cloud-based ML, soil moisture, multi-sensor RS, watershed case study). Minor suggestion: it may be helpful to include the name of the platform to enhance clarity, for example, “A Google Earth Engine-Based Machine Learning Approach for Surface Soil Moisture Mapping Using Multi‑Sensor Remote Sensing Data (Sher River Watershed, 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 requires reworking for clarity and completeness. Please:

• Avoid abstract DUPLICATION (it appears the current file is repeated/duplicated, and the placement of headings is confusing).

• Document important study details: number of in-situ samples (n=32), depth of sampling (0-5 cm), date (21 April 2025), and the desired map resolution.

• Use consistent measures of performance (R², RMSE/MAE) and explain any “equation error”.

• Summarize the important most significant predictors (VV/VH, NDWI/OSAVI, LST, terrain) and the important application (irrigation/drought mapping).

• Avoid overly narrative language (metaphors, etc.) and condense to 200-250 words.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	issues to fix before the science really holds up:

1) Units and data don’t always match up. For example, soil moisture is listed as “0.02 to 24 m³ m⁻³,” but that upper number should probably be 0.24. Double-check all your decimals, units, and make sure gravimetric and volumetric soil moisture are handled consistently. If you use volumetric units, spell out how you convert using bulk density.

2) Several key equations are missing. You mention NDVI, OSAVI, NDWI, and LST, but the formulas aren’t actually in the manuscript. Please add them in the right spots.

3) The sampling design needs more detail. Explain how you picked your sampling locations—did you spread them out across different land cover types and terrain? Include info on your GPS accuracy, sampling times, how many replicates you took, your drying method, and what you did for quality control.

4) For multi-resolution predictors, be clear about how you resampled coarse datasets (like CHIRPS, MODIS ET, SMAP) to your mapping grid (10–30 m). Talk about what downscaling or resampling means for your results, and don’t suggest these coarse products have pixel-level accuracy.

5) Model training and validation: With a small sample size, use k-fold cross-validation or repeat your splits, and report the uncertainty. For Random Forest/CART, include all hyperparameters and tuning steps. Also, Table 1 is missing the RF training sample value—fix that.

6) Figures and maps: Make sure all figures are actually embedded in the file, easy to read, and that they include a scale bar, north arrow, projection, and matching legends.

If you tackle these points, your conclusions will stand on much firmer ground.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Most of the references make sense and are fairly up-to-date, but the review section would really benefit from a few more recent studies (2023–2025), especially on these topics: (i) using Sentinel-1 SAR with machine learning for soil moisture, (ii) hydrological or soil moisture workflows built in GEE, and (iii) how people are handling multi-sensor downscaling and validation. Double-check that every in-text citation matches up with the reference list, and make sure the formatting is consistent—journal names, volume, issue, and page or article numbers.
	

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


	
	

	Optional/General comments


	Optional/Quick checklist for revisions(key revisions checklist):
- Add a clear “Data availability / Code availability” note—either share the GEE script link or describe how to access it.

- Make sure it’s clear if the map only shows data from April 21, 2025, or covers a longer timeframe. Don’t suggest there are trends over time if you only used one date.

- Include a short section on uncertainty. Mention things like sampling limits and how vegetation or surface roughness can mess with SAR backscatter readings.

- Double-check what you say about the RF results—compare the predicted range (0.13–0.16) to what you actually observed. If the model underestimates higher moisture, explain why.

- Fix up Table 1 and make sure you calculate RF RMSE and R² on the same test set. Report those values the same way throughout.
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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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