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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 manuscript is highly significant from various points of view. First of all, it can be noted that an attempt is made in the paper to quantitatively assess the morphological characteristics of the basin. This is definitely a significant aspect when studying the territory of the Indo-Gangetic plain, where many areas are subject to recurrent flooding with accompanying land-use changes. Second, a new approach based on GIS technologies and DEM was used to update the geomorphological and hydrological database for the first time in a region with limited data. Third, the obtained results allow talking about the structural stability of the study area and the long axis of the basin, which directly impact the lag time of surface runoff. This, in turn, is a critical factor in predicting floods and ensuring the economic security of farmland in the region. Moreover, this article provides an opportunity for further research since it can serve as a model for comparing different watersheds or studying the effects of climate change.
	



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 = Good
The title is clear and accurately describes the research content. However, it's a bit long and could be shortened while keeping the key terms.
	

	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 = Satisfactory
The abstract is comprehensive and covers all the core elements of the research (the objective, study area, methodology, and key findings). However, it lacks an explicit mention of practical applications or recommendations.
	

	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 = Good
The keywords are appropriate and reflect the research content, but adding terms like 'Flood Risk' or 'Water Resource Management' would enhance the paper's discoverability.
	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory
The theoretical background is solid, but a bit too broad. It would have been better to include a more targeted review of previous morphometric studies specifically in the Ganges Plain region, rather than India in general.
	

	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
	2 = Needs Improvement
A clear limitation: the study objectives are not explicitly stated at the end of the introduction. The authors should include a direct statement starting with 'This study aims to...' or 'The primary objectives of this research are...'.

	

	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 = Satisfactory
The references cover classic works (e.g., Horton, Strahler) alongside some recent literature. However, there is a lack of very recent publications (from the last 3–4 years) regarding morphometric applications in this specific region.

	

	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
	4 = Good
The methodology used (employing DEM and GIS) represents the gold standard for studies of this nature. The workflow steps are explained well, but the choice of a specific threshold value for stream network extraction could have been clearer.
	

	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 = Not Applicable
Not applicable (the study relies on open-source data and topographic maps, with no human or animal subjects involved).
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
The results are presented using a descriptive tabular format. However, some tables (such as Table 7) are overly cluttered and difficult to read. It would have been better to separate the core morphometric findings from the detailed calculations, or to use illustrative charts to convey relationships (e.g., stream order vs. stream length).

	

	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


	3 = Satisfactory
There is only one map (Map 1), and its resolution/quality in the submitted version is poor. It is essential to include additional maps showing the drainage network, a digital elevation model (DEM)/topography map, and a regional location map to contextualize the study area.

	

	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
	4 = Good
The discussion is solid and links the results to previous literature, such as comparing drainage density and bifurcation ratio values with other basins. However, these comparisons are somewhat superficial and need to be explored in greater depth.

	

	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
	4 = Good
The conclusions are consistent with the results derived from the data. However, they are overly lengthy and repetitive; they should be more concise and focused on the most critical findings.
	

	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 = Poor
A major gap: the authors did not mention any study limitations, such as the resolution of the digital elevation model (SRTM 90m) missing finer terrain details, or the lack of actual rainfall data to validate the hydrological findings.
	

	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 = Satisfactory
The number of references is sufficient, but some are quite dated (from the 1950s and 1960s). While these classic foundational works are important, heavy reliance on them at the expense of recent literature makes the paper feel somewhat outdated.

	

	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 = Good
The English is understandable, but there are grammatical errors and overly long sentence structures that hinder readability, particularly in parts of the introduction and discussion sections.
	



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 appropriate, but it can be improved. Proposed title: 'Morphometric Analysis of the Tamsa River Watershed, Eastern Uttar Pradesh, Using GIS and Remote Sensing: Implications for Hydrological Behavior and Watershed Management'.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	NO
The abstract contains too many detailed figures (such as 0.194 km/km²), making it less engaging for the reader. It would be better to focus on the overall significance and applications rather than listing specific numerical values.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	Yes
Methodologically and computationally, the work appears sound. However, there are a few minor errors in the units and formulas that need careful revision.
	

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

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

	No
The quantity is sufficient, but the quality needs improvement. It is recommended to add recent references (from 2020 onward) for the same area or similar floodplain environments.
	

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

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

	No
There are no ethical issues with this manuscript.
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