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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	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 approach of the authors to collate the NDVI results in conjunction with the elevation factor as low-lying, montane (500-700m) and montane (>700m) appears interesting. LULC-related researchers are in plenty, however, considering the factors of temporal dynamics of each category with specific reference to elevation makes it a varied treatment. Despite this, the methods adopted are mundane, and unsure of their inventiveness. The study presents certain contradictions as well compared to the ones carried out in the same location by others.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	It should have been a straightforward title like:
Impacts of Landuse Dynamics on Montane Ecosystems in Ekiti State, Nigeria: Evidence from Satellite Images.

	

	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.


	Since the study has been restricted to NDVI and DEM-based categorization of Montane and Low-lying areas. No information has been provided on the period of the satellite image acquired as well as their spatial resolutions. No reason for the criteria adopted to separate the Montane ecosystem into two categories is given. Except for visualizing the land use dynamics on a morphological framework, the abstract is not exciting. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	While appreciating the attempt to demystify the land use dynamics on a morphological framework, the manuscript suffers from the following weakness:
1. While the attraction of the tile is the Montane ecosystem, the text does not treat the same with the required seriousness. 

2. Except for the elevation criteria adopted no other parameters have been applied for cataloging the area from an ecosystem point of view.

3. Though the source of data has been enumerated, except the year of the images, the month of the images acquired as well as their spatial resolution is important as it is quite likely that the seasonal changes could obliterate the classification used for comparing decadal changes.
4. With just one category of vegetation, the issue of resilience is being adjudged. Earlier studies in the area have registered a sharp decline in the forest area and an increase in the agriculture area.

5. This becomes yet another study using satellite image classification techniques for characterizing the land use dynamics for a particular time bracket. The exercise is done for the entire state without any ground-based training sets from the Montane-Low-lying areas. 

6. Could not understand the importance of Montane area beyond 700m elevation which makes hardly 208 sq.km. compared to the total area extent of 587,316 sq.km which is even less than 0.1% of the area.
7. Presentation of the results and discussions lack the gravity required for science communication.

8. Combining bare land and built-up in one basket needs a closer look.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The authors have tried to present almost all relevant literature and more in the reference section. Since this is a research area where plenty of literature has been accumulated recently, some of the not-so-required references are there which can be avoided.
	

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


	Hope the Journal has an internal system to correct the English for its lucidity, style, grammar, and usage. I am attaching the manuscript attempted for correction in the track-change mode. Those are only indicative. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	Comments have been elaborated on above. In this present form, without any field validation conducted, such studies become an academic exercise.
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	Reviewer’s comment


	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 detail)
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