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PART  1: Review Comments 
 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

Reviewer’s comment Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that 
part in the manuscript. 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. Why do you like (or dislike) this 
manuscript? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be 
required for this part. 
 

Despite being a very popular topic from the point of view of the approach used, I did a Google 
search to see similar topics for this region and couldn't find it. That's why I consider it relevant 
and can serve as an instrument to assist in decision-making for the reality of this region. 
The article does not present any innovation in methodology and we are in an era of seeking to 
improve methodologies and approaches due to recent technological advances and challenges 
in data processing. 
Even so, for the reality of the region, the study is relevant. 

 

Is the title of the article suitable? 
(If not please suggest an alternative title) 

 

It needs to be improved. 
Suggestions: 
1. Integrating Remote Sensing and GIS for LULC Studies in the Panchganga River Region 
2. Land Use and Land Cover Analysis of the Panchganga Basin through GIS and Remote 
Sensing Techniques. 

 

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. 

 

In the third line of the abstract, the author refers to a study carried out in 1991, 2001, 2011 
and 2021 and immediately afterwards proposes to carry out a similar study for the same 
period. Is that really what I understood? If so, what is the need to carry out this study when 
there is already one that was carried out using the same approach? If your refer to the same 
study please correct the previous statement. 

 

Are subsections and structure of the manuscript 
appropriate? 

Yes, it is appropriated. 
 
 

 

Please write a few sentences regarding the 
scientific correctness of this manuscript. Why do 
you think that this manuscript is scientifically 
robust and technically sound? A minimum of 3-4 
sentences may be required for this part. 

The article does not present any innovation in methodology and we are in an era of seeking to 
improve methodologies and approaches due to recent technological advances and challenges 
in data processing. 
Some comments: 
In the last period of the introduction, he mentions a project, mentions its objective, and then 
presents the objective of this study. Are the project and this study the same thing or is this 
study within this project? It got a little confusing. 
 
Figure 1 should be placed right after topic 2.1.1 
The results and discussion topic has the number 5 instead of 3. The same happens in the 
Summary and Conclusions topic, which should be 4 instead of 6. 
 

 

Are the references sufficient and recent? If you 
have suggestions of additional references, please 
mention them in the review form. 
- 

Yes, but I would include some traditional ones that I consider important for analysing accuracy. 
 
Cohen J., “A Coefficient of Agreement for Nominal Scales”, Educational and Psychological 
Measurement, Volume: 20 issue: 1, pp. 37-46, April, 1960. 
Landis J. R. e Koch G. G. “The Measurement of Observer Agreement for Categorical Data”, 
Biometrics, Vol. 33, No. 1, pp. 159-174. Mar., 1977. 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

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

 

 
 
I am not able to assess the level of English at this level. 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

To better illustrate the transitions, I would suggest including a diagram, such as the Sankey 
diagram. 
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PART  2:  
 

 
Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and 

highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write 
his/her feedback here) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

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