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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 an important scientific issue concerning land cover dynamics and future landscape changes in the context of hydroclimatic variability and increasing anthropogenic pressure. By integrating multi-temporal Landsat imagery, supervised classification, field observations, socio-economic surveys, and spatialized Markov chain modeling, the study provides valuable insights into the historical changes and potential future trajectories of land cover in the Marahoué region of Côte d’Ivoire. The projection to 2050 offers useful scientific evidence regarding the potential expansion of agricultural and settlement areas and the associated decline of natural ecosystems, particularly dense forests and water bodies. Furthermore, the findings contribute to the broader understanding of interactions between climate variability, human activities, and landscape transformation in tropical forest-savanna transition zones. Overall, this study has practical relevance for researchers, environmental managers, and policymakers in developing sustainable land-use planning, ecosystem restoration, and climate adaptation strategies.
	




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	The title is clear, informative, and appropriate for the scope of the study. It effectively reflects the manuscript's main focus on historical land cover dynamics and future projections up to 2050 in the Marahoué region of Central-West Côte d’Ivoire. The geographical context, temporal dimension, and central research theme are clearly communicated, allowing readers to understand the study's scope and objectives. Overall, the title accurately represents the content of the manuscript and does not require significant revision. 
Rating 4 = (Good)
	

	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
	The abstract provides a comprehensive overview of the study, clearly presenting the research objectives, study area, data sources, methodology, major findings, and implications. It appropriately describes the use of multi-temporal Landsat imagery, supervised classification, field observations, socio-economic surveys, and spatialized Markov chain modeling. The main findings, particularly the projected expansion of agricultural and settlement areas and the decline of natural land cover classes by 2050, are clearly highlighted. However, the abstract could be improved by providing a more explicit explanation of the relationship between hydroclimatic variability and land cover changes, as well as clarifying the predictive model's validation results and limitations.

Rating: 4 (Good).
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The keywords are generally appropriate and relevant to the main research objectives and scope of the manuscript. The selected terms, namely land cover, remote sensing, spatialized Markov chain, climate variability, and Marahoué, adequately represent the study's geographical focus, methodological approach, and environmental context. They are useful for indexing and facilitating the retrieval of the manuscript by researchers working in remote sensing, land-use and land-cover change, environmental management, and climate-related studies. However, the keywords could be further improved by including more specific terms such as land cover change or land use dynamics to enhance the manuscript's visibility and discoverability in scientific databases.

Rating: 4 (Good).
	

	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
	The background information is generally sufficient, relevant, and well organized. The introduction provides a logical progression from the broader issue of land cover change in tropical regions to the specific environmental and hydroclimatic conditions of the Marahoué region in Côte d’Ivoire. It is supported by relevant scientific literature discussing climate variability, agricultural expansion, deforestation, and landscape transformation. Furthermore, the research objectives and main hypothesis are clearly stated, providing a reasonable scientific justification for the study. However, the introduction could be strengthened by identifying the specific research gap more explicitly and explaining how the integration of remote sensing and spatialized Markov chain modeling advances previous studies in the region.

Rating: 4 (Good).
	

	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
	The research objectives are clearly stated and are consistent with the overall scope of the manuscript. The study aims to characterize historical land-cover changes in the Marahoué region between 1986 and 2019 and to project future land-cover patterns up to 2050. The research hypothesis is also presented and provides a general direction for the investigation. However, the hypothesis could be formulated more explicitly and linked more directly to the expected effects of hydroclimatic variability on land-cover dynamics and future projections.

Rating: 4 (Good).
	

	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
	The literature review is generally relevant to the research topic and provides an appropriate background on land-cover change, tropical forest dynamics, remote sensing, and land-use pressures in Côte d’Ivoire. It draws on studies related to the regional context and establishes a reasonable scientific basis for the research. However, the review could be strengthened by incorporating more recent studies on land-cover modelling, spatialized Markov chains, cellular automata, and the integration of hydroclimatic variables into land-cover projections. A more explicit comparison with previous studies would also help clarify the research gap of this work.
Rating: 4 (Good).
	

	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
	The research methodology is generally appropriate for examining historical land-cover changes and developing future projections. The use of Landsat imagery, maximum likelihood supervised classification, confusion matrix assessment, and a spatialized Markov chain combined with cellular automata provides a reasonable methodological framework. The inclusion of field observations and socioeconomic surveys also adds contextual support. However, several methodological aspects require further clarification. In particular, the integration of hydroclimatic data into the land-cover projection is not sufficiently explained, despite the emphasis on hydroclimatic variability in the study. Furthermore, the model validation relies mainly on comparisons of land-cover class proportions, while additional spatial validation metrics would strengthen confidence in the 2050 projections. Differences in satellite image acquisition dates should also be considered because seasonal variations may influence land-cover classification.
Rating: 3 = Satisfactory
	

	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
	The manuscript includes socioeconomic data collected through surveys involving 453 respondents and 14 cooperatives. However, it does not provide explicit information regarding ethical approval, informed consent, participant confidentiality, or data protection procedures. Since the study involves human respondents, the authors should clarify whether ethical approval was obtained and explain how informed consent and respondent confidentiality were ensured. If formal ethical approval was not required, this should also be stated.
Rating: N/A = Not Applicable

	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The results are generally presented in a clear and systematic manner. The manuscript provides land-cover classification results for 1986, 2002, and 2019, supported by maps, tables, and classification accuracy assessments. The changes in land-cover categories over time and the projected distribution for 2050 are also presented, allowing readers to identify the major trends, particularly the increase in settlements and agricultural land and the decline in dense forest and water areas. However, the presentation could be improved by providing a more detailed spatial comparison of land-cover transitions and clearer evidence of the spatial accuracy of the 2050 projection. Some results would also benefit from more explicit explanations of their implications.
Rating: 4 (Good).

	

	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


	The tables and figures are generally relevant and support the presentation of the research findings. The land-cover maps, classification accuracy tables, and graphical or tabular summaries of historical changes and 2050 projections help readers understand the spatial and temporal patterns of land-cover dynamics. Overall, these visual materials are appropriate for the study objectives. However, their clarity and interpretability could be improved by ensuring consistent legends, clearly readable labels, appropriate color schemes, and sufficient explanations in the captions. In addition, the authors should consider whether each table and figure provides distinct information and avoid unnecessary repetition of results in the main text.
Rating: 4 (Good).
	

	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
	The discussion generally relates the research findings to existing literature, particularly regarding land-cover dynamics, deforestation, agricultural expansion, and anthropogenic pressures in the Marahoué region and other parts of Côte d’Ivoire. The authors provide relevant comparisons that help place the findings within the broader context of land-use and environmental changes. However, the discussion could be strengthened by providing a more critical comparison between the observed trends and previous studies, including explanations for similarities and differences. Furthermore, the implications of the projected land-cover changes for 2050 should be discussed more explicitly in relation to previous research and hydroclimatic variability.
Rating: 4 (Good).
	

	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
	The conclusions are generally supported by the results presented in the manuscript. The reported historical land-cover changes and the projected trends for 2050 are consistent with the classification results and model outputs. In particular, the projected expansion of agricultural and settlement areas, together with the decline in dense forest and water areas, provides a reasonable basis for the authors' main conclusions. However, the conclusions should acknowledge more explicitly the limitations of the Markov chain–cellular automata model, particularly its reliance on historical transition patterns and its limited representation of future hydroclimatic and socioeconomic changes. The authors should also avoid presenting the 2050 projections as definitive predictions.

Rating: 4 (Good).
	

	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
	The manuscript acknowledges several important limitations of the study, particularly the limitations of the spatialized Markov chain model in projecting future land-cover changes based primarily on historical transition probabilities. The authors also recognize that future policy interventions, institutional changes, technological developments, and climate variability may influence land-cover dynamics but are not fully captured by the model. However, the discussion of limitations could be more comprehensive. In particular, the authors should address the potential effects of differences in satellite image acquisition dates, uncertainties in land-cover classification, and the limited spatial validation of the 2050 projections. Further clarification of these uncertainties would improve the reliability and interpretation of the projected results

Rating: 4 (Good).
	

	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
	The references are generally relevant to the research topic and provide an adequate scientific foundation for the discussion of land-cover dynamics, remote sensing, deforestation, and land-use modelling. The cited literature supports the methodological approach and helps contextualize the findings within previous research in Côte d’Ivoire and other tropical regions. However, the reference list could be strengthened by including more recent publications, particularly studies from the last five years addressing land-cover change modelling, Markov chain–cellular automata approaches, and the influence of hydroclimatic variability on land-cover dynamics. The authors should also ensure consistency in reference formatting and verify that all cited works are included in the reference list.
Rating: 4 (Good).
	

	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
	The manuscript is generally written in clear and understandable language, and its overall structure allows readers to follow the research objectives, methodology, results, and discussion. The scientific terminology is generally appropriate for the subject area. However, some sentences, particularly in the discussion and interpretation of results, could be revised to improve grammatical accuracy, sentence structure, and clarity. The authors are encouraged to conduct careful English-language editing to improve readability, consistency, and academic presentation throughout the manuscript.

Rating: 4 (Good).
	




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.

	The title, “Past dynamics and projection to 2050 of land cover in the Marahoué region (Central-West Côte d’Ivoire),” is suitable, clear, and consistent with the main objectives and scope of the study. It adequately reflects the temporal analysis of historical land-cover changes and the projection up to 2050. No major revision is necessary. However, the authors may consider using the term “historical dynamics” instead of “past dynamics” to improve scientific precision and academic style.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

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

	The abstract is generally comprehensive and adequately summarizes the research objectives, study area, data sources, methodology, and major findings. It presents the historical land-cover changes from 1986 to 2019 and the projections for 2050, highlighting the expected expansion of agricultural and settlement areas and the decline of dense forest and water areas. The abstract also provides relevant implications for land-use planning and environmental management. However, it would benefit from a clearer explanation of the relationship between hydroclimatic variability and the land-cover projection, as well as a brief statement of the model's limitations and uncertainties.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

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

The manuscript presents a generally sound scientific approach; however, several methodological and interpretative issues need to be addressed before its scientific validity can be fully established. In particular, the relationship between hydroclimatic variability and land-cover projections is not sufficiently demonstrated, as the spatialized Markov chain–cellular automata model appears to rely primarily on historical land-cover transition patterns. Furthermore, the validation of the 2050 projections is limited mainly to comparisons of land-cover class proportions, without sufficient evidence of spatial accuracy. Potential uncertainties associated with satellite image acquisition dates and land-cover classification should also be considered. The authors should clarify these methodological aspects, strengthen model validation, and ensure that conclusions remain consistent with the available evidence.

The manuscript addresses a relevant and important topic concerning historical land-cover dynamics and future projections in the Marahoué region of Côte d’Ivoire. It has potential scientific and practical value for land-use planning and environmental management. However, I recommend major revision.

The main concerns relate to the methodological transparency and scientific robustness of the study. In particular, the claimed relationship between hydroclimatic variability and land-cover projections is not sufficiently demonstrated. The authors need to clarify how hydroclimatic data are incorporated into the modelling framework. Furthermore, the validation of the Markov chain–cellular automata model should be strengthened by including appropriate spatial validation metrics rather than relying mainly on comparisons of land-cover proportions.

Additional clarification is also required regarding classification uncertainties, differences in satellite image acquisition dates, and ethical procedures for the socioeconomic survey involving 453 respondents and 14 cooperatives. The discussion of these limitations and the interpretation of the 2050 projections should also be improved.

Overall, the manuscript has merit, but substantial revisions are necessary to strengthen its methodological reliability, scientific contribution, and transparency.
	

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

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

	NO
The references are generally relevant to the research topic; however, their sufficiency and recency could be improved. The authors are encouraged to incorporate more recent scientific publications, particularly from the last five years (2021–2026), addressing land-cover change analysis using remote sensing, Markov chain–cellular automata modelling, model validation, and the influence of hydroclimatic variability on land-cover dynamics. Recent studies from Côte d’Ivoire and other tropical regions would also strengthen the regional and scientific context. Furthermore, the authors should ensure consistency between in-text citations and the reference list.

	

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

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

	YES 

The manuscript reports socioeconomic surveys involving 453 respondents and 14 cooperatives. However, it does not explicitly provide information regarding ethical approval, informed consent, participant confidentiality, or data protection procedures. The authors should clarify the following aspects:
1. Whether ethical approval was obtained from an institutional ethics committee or relevant authority.
2. Whether informed consent was obtained from all survey participants before data collection.
3. How participants' personal information, privacy, and confidentiality were protected.
4. Whether participation was voluntary and respondents were informed about the purpose of the research and their right to withdraw.

If formal ethical approval was not required, the authors should provide an appropriate explanation and statement in the manuscript.
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