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PART  1: Review Comments  
 
 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) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

Materials and Methods  
• The study area description was needed 
• The step of image pre-processing  was 

needed- “Figure 1: Methodological flowchart of 
the investigation of vegetation impact” 

• Information about the data was needed such 
as the product (Landsat 5, Landsat 7 and 
Landsat 8), scenes paths information, season 
(dry or wet)do you used,  

• Explain in details the data collection method 
and the validation process. 

• Improved the resolution of the Figures and the 
don t show the legend. 

• Why only NDVI was selected in this study? 
Also explain how you solve the problem of 
confusion of different classes according to 
season, for example during the dry period we 
have confusion between grassland and bare 
area  

• “Figure 4: Vegetation types and their 
corresponding increase in NDVI values. Land 
cover type 1 & 2 showing NDVI values 0.33-
0.38; 3 & 4 showing NDVI values 0.40-0.45 
and 5 & 6 showing values 0.48 and more”  this 
information in the Methodology, I think is result 

• Improved the quality of your equation using  
• All this paragraph was result and not 

methodology  “NDVI  values  corresponding  to 
vegetation  types  (Figure  4)  clearly  show  
that,  with increasing  vegetation  density  and  
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biomass, the NDVI values are increasing. 
Beyond a certain range, NDVI becomes 
saturated for higher biomass.   
Box et al. (1989) suggest a saturation NDVI 
value of 0.40 and 0.54 was suggested by 
Santin-Janin et al.  (2009) for saturation in 
case of higher biomass.  In  this  study  NDVI  
values  larger  than  0.45  are found for the 
vegetated area with comparatively higher 
biomass and more than 0.50 shows saturation 
of the NDVI” 

• The paper shows only the NDVI map of the 
upper upstream of Kapuas River 2013 (figure 
3) but you suppose to show also for 1991, 
1994, 1995, 2005. Make it and show the trends 
of the NDVI across the time series and its 
patterns. I think those figure supposed to be in 
the result  

Result and discussion 
• The author reported that “as  high  NDVI  value 

represents  vegetation  of  high  biomass  both  
above  and  below  the  ground” but the NDVI 
can show high value for herbaceous  and don t 
mean high biomass. This need to be check. 

•  The author argued that” and  aboveground  
biomass  is  positively  correlated  with  the  
plant  biomass  below ground” I think is non –
linear relationship between biomass and NDVI 
(sometimes this correlation cannot be 
statistically significant), it is depends of type of 
landscape, ecosystem, perturbation, 
interaction, patterns  between soil chemical 
and physical proprieties and roots of the trees. 
Also the author reported “about belowground 
plan biomass”, what he want to say??? Roots 
or other material??  In tropical region many 
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times the dense shrubs can show a high NDVI 
value and show lower belowground biomass, 
Explain for this point 

•  The author argued that “The pictures of the 
vegetation types (Figure 4) with NDVI values 
confirm that high NDVI values can be 
considered as high biomass above ground” 
please replace the word confirm 

• The author reported that in the methodology 
and Material session, unsupervised 
classification was used due to unavailability of 
training sites and then how Huisman in 2014 
got the site? 

Conclusion 
• The author argued that “this study concludes 

that vegetation has significant impact on the 
morphodynamic activity of the river based on 
their health, density and biomass both above 
and below the ground” how you got this 
significant impact of vegetation on the 
morphodynamic activity without any statistical 
test? 

• Computing the regression analysis between 
NDVI and biomass of different categories in 
this study area. For that look appropriate 
biomass equation for this area and estimate 
the aboveground biomass. 

• The NDVI result need to be validated 
 

The method and data were not appropriate for this 
study today. 
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Minor  REVISION comments 
 

 
 
 

 

Optional /General  comments 
 

I read the paper with interest. Vegetation Impact on the 
Morphodynamic Activity of the River is a highly relevant 
environmental research field. The manuscript seems to 
be correct but the methodology was not decent. Title, 
Keyworks and abstract are appropriate. Structure and 
length of the manuscript are appropriate... 
-The Abstract: the detail should not be included in the 
abstract 
- The Introduction: did not fully capture the topic. The 
understanding can be improved by rearranging some 
paragraphs. 
-The method: It should be clear how NDVI differ from 
other vegetation Index. That mean the NDVI should be 
compared with others index for show the advantages 
and disadvantages. Therefore many studies have 
proposed a Vegetation index to descript vegetation 
cover. In relation to my expertise, on remote sensing 
(20th century), the use of NDVI is for training purpose 
not for one manuscript 
Result: Figures are informative but legend was needed 
for the figure 2 and 3 
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