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We would like to thank the reviewer for the constructive comments. Please find our
response below.

Introduction:

The introduction is well written and rich in concepts and interactions between river
geomorphology, landscape, and trophic relationship, however, it seems to me to be a bit
extensive. There are 9 paragraphs that can be summarized in 5 or 6 considering the main
themes for the methods, results, and future discussions.

Response: The authors sincerely thank the reviewer for taking the time to read the
manuscript and provide comments and suggestions for improvements. This is much
appreciated. The suggestion for shortening the introduction will be taken into account, as
the authors acknowledge that the introduction could be summarized.

Material and Methods:

Figure 1: it was mentioned that the megafan is between the two arms (the Kauriala and
the Geruwa river), however, this is not illustrated in the legend. I suggest you include the
layer.

Response: The authors recognize that the megafan is not separately delineated in Figure
1. The megafan is present between the two branches of the Karnali but we do not know
how far it extends outside this area. We therefor prefer not to make an estimate and
argue that the explanation in the caption is in its basis sufficient for understanding the
study area.

NDDI (Rouse et al., 1973), is it not NDVI?

Response:  Indeed, NDDI should be NDVI here. We also used the NDDI-metric
(Normalized Difference Drought Index), and will include this metric and the reference (Gu
et al., 2007).

Unquestionably, the methods presented are consistent with the objectives of the work,
however, the section suffered from an excess of information. Try to summarize this



section.

Response:  The method section may be revisited to improve on the length of the
manuscript. This also depends on comments by other reviewers.

Results:

You are to be congratulated for the quality of the maps and graphics in this section.

Response:  The authors are glad to hear that the maps and graphics are of sufficient
quality.

Discussions:

Again the section seemed a little redundant to me, you could focus on the main themes, in
addition to reducing the authors' comments. (Ex: part of the paragraphs is without
citations).

Response:  We acknowledge that the discussion is on the long side of things. The
paragraphs without citations will be revisited and paragraphs that are less supportive for
the main goal of the manuscript will be reconsidered.

The sub-item Assessment of accuracies and limitations obtained is out of context. As the
authors sought comparisons regarding the accuracy, I understand that this sub-item
should be located at the beginning of the discussion. Assuming the errors of the sensor
and the methods, the reader can continue the discussion understanding that the tools
used were useful for the objectives.

Response:  Thank you for the suggestion. We will reconsider the position of this sub-item.

Appendices:

Auxiliary layers such as NDVI and Tasseled Cap were mentioned in the methods, but
nowhere in the manuscript where they presented. I suggest that the authors present
these data in the appendices

Response:  Indeed these metrics were calculated for the classification model. We will add
the layers of 2019 on which the classification model is trained. We prefer not to add all
auxiliary layers of each year, as this will amount to >100 figures. This could be an excess
of information, but we are certainly willing to add this data if requested.
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