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PART 1(Importance of the manuscript) 


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 manuscript addresses the escalating global crisis of deforestation by introducing a high-resolution, decadal analysis of forest cover dynamics in Bangladesh (2012–2023). Moving beyond traditional observation, this study utilizes the computational power of Google Earth Engine and integrates Long Short-Term Memory (LSTM) networks to achieve a landmark 94% predictive accuracy. The framework outperforms conventional modeling in tracking subtle land-use transitions by successfully capturing complex temporal dependencies. Furthermore, this research provides a scalable, evidence-based blueprint for sustainable land management in high-density ecological zones, bridging the gap between advanced deep learning and actionable conservation policy by synthesizing remote sensing data with multi-dimensional environmental indicators (NDVI, NDMI, and LST).
	






PART  2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	






PART  2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the manuscript follows a standard scientific structure and employs recognized methodologies for remote sensing and land use/land cover (LULC) analysis. However, there are several areas where scientific rigor or clarity could be improved.

1. While Table 1 lists Landsat 5, 8, 9, the methodology section specifically mentions Landsat 7 ETM+ for 2012 and Landsat 8 OLI for 2023. This discrepancy could be clarified. Furthermore, Landsat 7 is known for scan line corrector (SLC) errors after 2003, and the manuscript briefly mentions Band Striking in its preprocessing steps, but more detail on how these data gaps were handled would improve scientific reliability. Provide more detail on preprocessing techniques for the Landsat 7 data

Suggestions: 

If you used Landsat 7 for 2012 and Landsat 8 for 2023, update Table 1 to remove Landsat 5 and 9 unless they were used for specific indices or validation.

Include in your Preprocessing section 
To address the Scan Line Corrector (SLC-off) gaps in the 2012 Landsat 7 ETM+ imagery, a multi-temporal compositing approach was employed within Google Earth Engine. Specifically, we used the Mean/Median Reducer on a collection of images acquired throughout the target year. The data gaps in one scene were filled by valid pixels from overlapping scenes in the temporal stack by aggregating multiple scenes over the same geographic area.


Band striking is often more accurately called band striping which refers to a specific type of image noise or artifact that appears as consistent linear patterns across a satellite image. To make it more accurate use the term Band Stripping. (Methods)

2. In the Abstract, Random Forest accuracy is listed as 82% and SVM as 70%. However, in the Results section (Section 3), it is described as having a moderate overall accuracy of 70% and SVM 76%. Kindly reconcile the data to establish consistency.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, they are sufficient however older references may be replaced by recent ones.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (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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