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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment


	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.


	There is a scientific contribution of technical relevance to local planning. The practical applicability is high. I found the way the study area and its distance from the city interesting. The study presents an insightful connection between hydrological constraints in the Wasari watershed, rainfall deficits, and agricultural output, highlighting their direct implications for the long-term sustainability of rural households The practical part, with plenty of figures/maps, enhances the value of the work.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title could be more concise, suggesting: “Geospatial Multi-Criteria Modelling for Climate-Resilient Soil and Water Conservation Planning: A Case Study of the Wasari 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 research problem is not very clear, nor is the scientific innovation. The rest is perfect.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	I did not find the study's limitations in the conclusion. 
In the tables and figures, the Source should be added at the end, such as: Source: Prepared by the author, year

In the methodology section, certain paragraphs—such as those detailing LULC suitability or the rainfall and soil specifications for each treatment—read more like results, even though they are intended as part of the methodological framework. It is recommended to explicitly clarify that these criteria are derived from existing literature or established technical standards, rather than from the study’s own findings, to avoid potential confusion. Accordingly, the methodology should be reviewed and rewritten to focus solely on the procedures and protocols, without incorporating results. The methodology section should include at least one paragraph detailing the bibliographic research process, specifying the databases consulted, the time period covered, and the keywords employed. This would enhance transparency and allow readers to understand the scope and reproducibility of the literature review.
“Result and Discussion

The wasari village is located in yavtmal district. The toposheet is used to demarcate the topography of the watershed. In the study area highest elevation is 323. whereas lowest elevation is 207. The length of the watershed is 4 km and breadth of watershed is 2.70 km.” - This part is already in the Methodology / study area. Rewrite or adapt.
There is no reference to the acquisition dates of DEM or satellite images.

Comparison with literature: limited discussion on how the observed patterns compare to other basins in the region or to climatic patterns. Compare results considering at least 2 authors/studies.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The bibliography seems appropriate, but responsibility for its authorship and accuracy rests with the authors.
	

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


	It is the authors' responsibility to review the writing and check for plagiarism, if applicable.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The study is interesting and promising; its clarity and readability could be enhanced with a more precise presentation of the methods.
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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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