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	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 work addresses a climatic challenge affecting rapidly growing South Asian cities. Kolkata is a major megacity with long-standing issues of heat stress, rapid land conversion, and increasing energy demand. The manuscript contributes useful spatial evidence showing how land cover change, vegetation loss, and built-up expansion are intensifying Urban Heat Island conditions. The use of multi-temporal Landsat data, LST, NDVI and NDBI provides practical insights for planners, and the results are relevant for sustainable urban design and SDG-related discussions. The topic is timely and the findings are applicable to other riverine megacities facing similar climate challenges.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is suitable and accurately reflects the study’s content. No alternative title is required
	

	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 covers the aims, datasets, indices used, and the general conclusions. However, it can be strengthened by including specific numerical values and reducing repetition. Recommendations in the abstract should be shortened
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript follows accepted scientific workflows for NDVI/NDBI computation, emissivity correction, TOA radiance conversion, and LST derivation. Temporal comparisons are logical and consistent with existing literature. However, there are repetitions in the methodology section, unclear figure referencing, and some claims require more precise citations
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are mostly recent and adequate. 
Formatting is inconsistent and some citations appear twice. A few in-text citations do not match the reference list.

	

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


	The manuscript is readable but requires editing.
 Issues include repeated sections, long sentences, and grammar errors. A language polishing step is recommended.

	

	Optional/General comments


	Figures should be consistently labelled. Background information should be concise. The discussion would benefit from quantitative summaries of key findings.
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