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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 a highly relevant topic in contemporary urban and environmental geography by analysing long-term land use/land cover (LULC) dynamics using geospatial techniques. The integration of multi-temporal Landsat data with GIS-based classification provides valuable empirical evidence for understanding urban expansion patterns in medium-sized cities of developing countries. The study contributes to the scientific community by offering insights into spatial growth dynamics, which are essential for sustainable urban planning and environmental management. 
	





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
	Rating: 4 (Good)
Clear and relevant, but slightly lengthy and could be more concise.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 (Good)
Covers objectives, methods, and results; however, clarity and grammar need improvement.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)
Relevant but could include more standardized indexing terms (e.g., “Remote Sensing”, “GIS”).
	

	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
	Rating: 4 (Good)
Well-referenced and structured, though slightly verbose and repetitive.
	

	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
	Rating: 5 (Excellent)
Clearly stated and logically aligned with the study.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 (Good)
Relevant and fairly comprehensive, but lacks very recent (last 3–5 years) high-impact sources.
	

	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
	Rating: 5 (Excellent)
Robust, appropriate, and well-explained (MLC classification, Landsat data, accuracy assessment).
	

	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
	No human/animal subjects involved; correctly stated.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)
Detailed and data-rich, though language clarity and redundancy should be improved.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 (Good)
Relevant and necessary; however, formatting and labeling consistency need refinement.
	

	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
	Rating: 3 (Satisfactory)
Some linkage to literature exists, but deeper analytical comparison is needed.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 (Good)
Supported by results but includes minor inconsistencies (e.g., agricultural land trend confusion).
	

	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
	Rating: 2 (Needs Improvement)
Limitations are not explicitly discussed—this is a major weakness.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 (Good)
Sufficient in number, but some are outdated; formatting inconsistencies present.
	

	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
	Rating: 3 (Satisfactory)
Understandable but requires substantial grammatical and stylistic editing.
	





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 (with minor improvement recommended)
Suggestion: Shorten for clarity:
→ “Land Use/Land Cover Change and Urban Expansion in Bankura Municipality (1991–2021)”
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes (but needs improvement)
Suggestion: Improve grammar, reduce repetition, and quantify key findings more clearly.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes (with minor issues)
Suggestion:
-Resolve contradictions (e.g., agricultural land increase vs decrease statements)
-Clarify temporal comparisons (1990 vs 1991 inconsistencies)
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No
Suggestion:
-Add at least 5–10 recent (2020–2025) journal articles
-Include more high-impact journals (e.g., Remote Sensing, Land Use Policy)
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	No ethical concerns identified.
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PART 3

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
The manuscript has solid scientific value and a strong methodological foundation, but it requires substantial revision before publication. Priority should be given to improving language quality, strengthening the discussion section, adding limitations, and updating references. Once revised, the paper has good potential for publication in a geography or environmental science journal.
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