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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.

	The title is very impressive and work on the topic is must.
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Publication)

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

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

	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
	2
	

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

	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
	2
	

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

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

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

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

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	14. 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
	3
	





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.
	Need improvement
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Need a lot of improvement, attached in comments
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No, as the study claims 30 years however the ref provided are so little that the conclusion seems over hyped. 
	

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

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

	NO
	





PART 3

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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	

1. The research gap and data provided is weak and not convincingly established
2. The study is more like a mix of perception-based data (survey responses) with actual recorded trend data without any clear separation which is leading to conceptual confusion.
3. The Yamane sample size formula is incorrectly presented. I don’t understand how coefficient of variance is included.
4. The regression model is not properly reported: one variable is missing (shown as “.”). Nothing is provided regarding multicollinearity and residual analysis making the model unreliable.
5. Key variables such as climate variability, land-use change, and urban expansion are not operationally defined and measurable.
6. Heavy reliance on long-term recall data (30 years) introduces significant recall bias, weakening validity which shall be supported by some concrete evidences like reports, articles and most importantly by remote sensing data.
7. Secondary data sources are not clearly described with no details on data structure, completeness, or handling of missing values.
8. Temporal inconsistency exists due to combining cross-sectional survey data with long-term trend analysis without proper justification.
9. There is extensive repetition throughout the paper, especially in trends, causes, and conclusions, reducing academic quality.
10. Section numbering is inconsistent and contains errors (duplicate headings, incorrect hierarchy).
11. Tables are not properly formatted, lack sample sizes, statistical clarity, and proper labeling; one table contains missing values.
12. Statistical results are presented without transparency—no raw data, equations, or detailed outputs are provided.
13. Confidence intervals are missing.
14. There is no justification for the choice of statistical methods used in the study.
15. Literature review is descriptive rather than analytical.
16. Referencing style is inconsistent and not aligned with a standard format.
17. The conceptual framework is superficial and not grounded in established theory.
18. Results and discussion are not clearly differentiated; discussion largely repeats results instead of interpreting them.
19. Conclusions are overgeneralized and stronger than what the data can support.
20. Policy recommendations are generic and not strongly derived from the results.
The article need a lot of corrections and have major issues in data analysis therefore could not be recommended for publication. 
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