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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	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. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	1. The study is important to know the extent of urbanization and the need for proper policy planning. 
2. The results of the study act as a base for the policy makers to incorporate the suggestions for improving the livability of Banglore Metropolitan Region. 
3. From the findings of the study, decrease in the water bodies and cultivable land, which should be concentrated and the planning should be made effective to preserve the nature. 
4. I appreciate the authors for taking up this important scientific study.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title perfectly suits the manuscript
	

	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.


	The abstract should incorporate the key findings from the study rather than general statements, which should be added to impart a clear idea of the study. The addition should give importance to the percent increase in urban and percent decrease in waterbodies and cultivable land. If accuracy assessment if performed, it may also be included in the abstract section.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	YES, The manuscript is scientifically correct and the work done is in a proper and clear manner.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are sufficient and are recent. But, two citations in the context are missing in the reference section i.e [Li. etal (2020) and Hollyhead etal (2022)]. Kindly add those.
	

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


	Yes, the Language/English quality is suitable for scholarly communication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. Abbrevations for NIUA, BMRDA are missing in the introduction sections, kindly go through the manuscript.
2. The section II. LITERATURE REVIEW is not appropriate for the original research article. Some citations may be transferred to results and discussion part to support the results of the study.

3. The authors are suggested to use a uniform unit (some places the units are in km 2 and in some places, it is hectares especially in R&D section)

MATERIALS AND METHODS SECTION

1. In Methodology, the author has listed only five major LULC types, whereas in the figure 2, 3 and 4. There are 7 LULC classes. Rectify in the text accordingly.

2. It is suggested to perform accuracy assessment (Overall accuracy and Kappa Coefficient) for the LULC classification 

3. In Methodology part, add a table containing the input data with acquisition date and cloud cover to have a clear idea on the data input

4. Incorporate the latitude and longitude extents of the study in the manuscript

5. The LULC classification type: Tree cover may be changed to vegetation cover in maps and places pertaining to tree cover, since it is not a recognized classification under NRSC, USGS and FAO

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION SECTION
1. According to the statement given by authors, there is a drop of approx. 920 km2 due to confusion with flooded vegetation, but in the table, there is a decrease in the flooded vegetation also in the same year of 2010. Clarify this statement.

2. In Vegetation cover part of R &D, kindly follow uniform LULC class name everwhere, Tree cover initially and vegetative cover in this section. It is suggested to use vegetation/ vegetative cover everywhere in the manuscript including the figures 2,3 and 4.

3. In water bodies part of R&D, kindly check for the area for 1990/2023. Since in the table it is seen as 2269ha for 1990 and 17913 ha for 2023 and in the context, it is 22.7 km2 but for the year 2023 it is approx. 17.9 km2, but according to the Table 1. It should be 179 km2. kindly check for any typographical error in the table.1. 
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the 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 detail)
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