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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	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 study addresses an important topic and provides useful baseline information on the morphometric characteristics of the Tamsa River watershed. It has the potential to support watershed management and hydrological planning. However, the authors should add a more comprehensive discussion of the results, compare their findings with similar published studies, and
provide deeper interpretation to strengthen the scientific contribution of the manuscript.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

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

	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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	N/A
	

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

	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
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	4
	




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
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
However, the abstract could be improved by more clearly highlighting the study and its practical implications for watershed management and hydrological planning.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	YES, but it requires substantial revision before it can be considered for publication. The manuscript presents useful morphometric analyses; however, several issues should be addressed to improve its scientific quality:

· The discussion should be expanded to compare the findings with previous studies conducted on similar watersheds.

· Several numerical inconsistencies were identified, particularly in the calculations of basin length, mean basin width, relief ratio, and Lemniscate Ratio. These values should be carefully verified.

· The methodology should provide more details regarding DEM processing, GIS workflow, software settings, and parameter selection to improve reproducibility.

· Additional figures illustrating the GIS workflow and model outputs (e.g., DEM, watershed delineation, drainage network, slope map, or other relevant spatial analyses) should be included to improve the presentation and help readers better understand the methodology and results.

· The limitations associated with DEM resolution, data uncertainty, and morphometric analysis should be discussed.



The manuscript addresses a relevant topic and has the potential to contribute to watershed morphometric studies. However, the current version is largely descriptive and requires a stronger scientific discussion, better comparison with previous studies, and correction of several numerical inconsistencies. The presentation of the methodology and results would also benefit from the inclusion of additional GIS- and DEM-based figures, such as watershed delineation, drainage network extraction, slope, and other relevant model outputs. I believe these issues can be adequately addressed through revision. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent?
	NO
	



	(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	
The manuscript includes the key classical references commonly used in morphometric analysis; however, additional recent studies should be incorporated to reflect current developments in GIS-based watershed analysis. Furthermore, several references appear more than once in the reference list and should be carefully
checked to remove duplicate entries and ensure consistency in formatting.

	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)
(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	No
	



Reviewer details:
. Ahmed F. Abugdera, Aljafara University, Libya


