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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)

	
	[bookmark: Comments_of_the_Reviewers]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 paper is a timely intervention on a major problem of modernization: rapid urbanization and its impact on the environment. While modernization is a desired phenomenon all over the world, this study shows the dire need for modernization to be paired with a project of sustainability. Accelerating urbanization leads to loss of vegetation, creates cities that generate heat islands, leading to a rise in land surface temperature (LST), among other environmental problems. “The ESECPZ of Odisha underwent substantial transformation during the study period. Forest cover decreased from 33.95% to 18.98%, agricultural land decreased from 24.98% to 21.84%, as against settlements, which surged from 21.52% to 39.67%.” The author’s findings show steady increase in land surface temperature during the period of study. “About 5°C increase in the minimum LST range and 3°C increase in maximum LST were recorded. The increase in LST was attributed to the expansion of settlement areas and reduction in the vegetation cover due to population growth and urbanization. Normalized Difference Vegetation Index (NDVI) and Normalized Difference Built-up Index (NDBI) showed gradual decreasing and increasing trends, respectively.” As such, this is a very important study: the mobilization of science to shed light on a very important subject, as it applies to a specific area, Odisha.

The author recommends several measures in the conclusion to tackle the problem, which is good, but I would have loved to see the recommendations rooted in studies that outline the positive impact that they have had on the problem elsewhere.
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	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
	Excellent
	The title is clear and specific.
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	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	[bookmark: 2._Is_the_abstract_of_the_article_compre]2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
Rating Scale:
[bookmark: 3._Are_the_keywords_appropriate_and_usef]5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Good
The abstract is solid. It outlines the study aptly, enabling the reader to get a solid sense of the entire study in a single
[bookmark: The_keywords_are_appropriate_and_useful_]paragraph.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Excellent
The keywords are appropriate and useful because they capture the essence of the study and a key apparatus, Landsat, that is
crucial to the collection of data for the study.
	

	[bookmark: 4._Is_the_background_information_of_the_]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
	Good
The background information is sufficient but the organization with respect to the presentation of the information could be tweaked a little bit to make it better. That said, I commend the way that author uses the introduction to develop the subject in a step-by-step that moves from the general to the particular, culminating in the key statement, “Therefore, the present study aims to monitor the spatial and temporal changes in land use & land cover patterns for understanding the urbanization extent of East and Southeastern Coastal Plain Zone of Odisha over 2000-2020 and to assess the impact of urbanization on land surface temperature using geospatial technology.”
	

	[bookmark: 5._Are_the_research_objectives/hypothese]5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale:
[bookmark: 6._Is_the_literature_review_relevant_and]5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Excellent
Yes, the research objective—how urbanization has led to loss of vegetation, resulting in increase in LST—is well stated.
	[bookmark: Yes,_the_research_objective—how_urbaniza]

	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
	Good
The literature is relevant and up to date. However, when revising the article, the author should include a few more research
[bookmark: 7._Is_the_research_methodology_appropria]from the years 2023, 2024, and 2025, if available.
	[bookmark: The_literature_is_relevant_and_up_to_dat]

	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
	Excellent
The methodology is well-structured, skillfully transitioning from a general conceptual framework to a particularized, in-depth analysis. Thereafter, the author shows how they computed the various data using benchmark research and measuring tools in the discipline to validate the subsequent results from the study.
	

	[bookmark: 8._Were_ethical_issues_properly_addresse]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
	Good
The study did not raise any ethical issues that needed to be addressed.
“The authors declare no conflicts of interest/competing interests.”
	

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

	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
	Good
The tables and figures are clear, relevant, and necessary.
	[bookmark: The_tables_and_figures_are_clear,_releva]

	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
	Good 
The author does a very good job of relating the findings to existing literature
	[bookmark: The_author_does_a_very_good_job_of_relat].

	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
	Excellent
The author does an excellent job of presenting the study in a straightforward way that links the data to the conclusion.
	[bookmark: The_author_does_an_excellent_job_of_pres]

	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
	Needs Improvement
The limitations of the study are not well discussed.
	[bookmark: The_limitations_of_the_study_are_not_wel]

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale:
	Good
The references are relevant and sufficient in
number but should include a few more research from the past three years.
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	5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable
	
	

	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
	Satisfactory
The manuscript is written in clear and understandable language but it needed a bit of revision.
	[bookmark: The_manuscript_is_written_in_clear_and_u]
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	Is the title of the article suitable?
[bookmark: Is_the_abstract_of_the_article_comprehen]If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
The title is clear and specific.
	[bookmark: The_title_is_clear_and_specific.]

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
[bookmark: Is_the_manuscript_scientifically_correct]If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
The abstract is solid. It outlines the study aptly, enabling the reader to get a solid sense of the entire study in a single paragraph.
	[bookmark: The_abstract_is_solid._It_outlines_the_s]

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
The manuscript is scientifically correct.
	[bookmark: The_manuscript_is_scientifically_correct]

	Are the references sufficient and recent?
(YES or NO)
If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes.
The references are relevant and sufficient in number but should include a few more research from the past three years.
	[bookmark: The_references_are_relevant_and_sufficie]

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

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	No
I see no ethical issues in the manuscript.
	[bookmark: I_see_no_ethical_issues_in_the_manuscrip]
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	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):

	
	Author’s Feedback

	The methodology is well-structured, skillfully transitioning from a general conceptual framework to a particularized, in-depth analysis.
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