
Review Form (Research)
	Journal Name:
	International Journal of Environment and Climate Change

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_IJECC_156997

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Simulating Surface Runoff Response to Land Use Change Using ArcSWAT in Jonk Subbasin

	Type of the Article
	Research Article




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
It is precise, includes key elements (ArcSWAT, LULC, runoff, site), but could specify "30-year (1991-2020)" for temporal scope.
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
It includes 2024, but sparse (no recent ArcSWAT-LULC reviews post-2020)
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
Few inconsistencies in durations
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	NA
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
Fig.1-2 referenced without captions
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1
Absent; no discussions on peak flow underestimation, uncertainty bounds etc.
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
It is precise, includes key elements (ArcSWAT, LULC, runoff, site), but could specify "30-year (1991-2020)" for temporal scope.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No
1.	Inconsistencies in calibration/validation periods (e.g., abstract 1993-2010 vs. text 1991-2010.
2.	Illogical warm-up 2011-2021); Table 5 discharge trends contradict increasing runoff claims;
Missing LULC accuracy and p-factor.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	No
	








PART 3

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	

Inconsistent Calibration and Validation Periods (Lines ~450-500): The abstract claims calibration (1993-2010) and validation (2011-2020), but Section 3.1 and Table 5 reference calibration (1991-2010) with warm-up (2011-2021) and validation (2011-2021), creating contradictory timelines that undermine model reliability. It is suggested to correct by standardizing to one period (e.g., 1991-2005 calibration, 2006-2020 validation) with a 2-year warm-up (1989-1990) and explicitly stating split rationale.

Data Source and LULC Classification Deficiencies (Lines ~200-300): Table 1 slightly mentions "USGS Earth Explorer satellite imagery" and "classification techniques" without specifying sensors (e.g., Landsat TM/ETM+), years, resolution, accuracy assessment (e.g., kappa >0.85), or change detection method etc. It is suggested to enhance by detailing them.


Questionable Runoff Increase Interpretation (Lines ~600-700): Despite agriculture expansion and forest decline (Table 2), Table 5 shows observed discharge dropping (622.57 m³/s in 1991 to 371.78 m³/s in 2021) while claiming 9-11% runoff increase to 377.29 mm, with no climate variability isolation or error bars etc. It should be revised by disentangling LULC vs. rainfall effects via scenario simulations and clarifying "potential runoff depth increased 10.7% under constant climate" with statistical tests (e.g., Mann-Kendall trend). 

Incoherent Sensitivity Analysis (Lines ~700-750): Claims "five highly sensitive parameters" (e.g., hydraulic conductivity) but provides no t-stat, p-values, rank table, or calibration ranges per SWAT-CUP manual, mislabelling performance metrics as "sensitivity analysis". It is suggested to restructure as proper SUFI-2 global sensitivity with Table 4 showing "CN2 (-0.2, 0.2, t=-1.85), ALPHA_BF(0.5,1.5, t=1.42)" and plots of parameter distributions etc.


	



Reviewer details:

Dharmendra Kumar, India

[bookmark: _GoBack]



Page 1 of 4
V240326


