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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 study investigates land use and land cover (LULC) dynamics within the ecologically sensitive forest–savanna transition zone of the Marahoué region (Central-West Côte d’Ivoire) under pressures from agricultural expansion, cocoa cultivation, deforestation, and environmental changes. The application of a tri-temporal Landsat time series (1986, 2002, and 2019) coupled with Cellular Automata–Markov (CA–Markov) modeling to project changes to 2050 addresses a relevant research problem. However, the scientific validity of the current manuscript is constrained by critical methodological and analytical shortcomings: (1) undocumented classification protocols and the absence of confusion matrices to substantiate the reported high accuracy levels; (2) unverified causal assertions linking climate variability directly to LULC shifts; (3) superficial model validation based solely on aggregate areal proportions rather than spatial location agreement; and (4) unsupported conclusions regarding anthropogenic pressures and water resources. A comprehensive major revision is required.
	



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
	4 = Good
The title clearly defines the geographic scope and temporal extent of the study; however, it is recommended to explicitly incorporate the primary analytical methods (Landsat imagery and spatial Markov chain model / CA–Markov). Additionally, if robust climate analysis is not included in the text, the title should not imply a climatic connection.
	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory
The abstract presents descriptive statistical summaries, but requires technical correction: percentage area shares must be rigorously distinguished from percentage point (pp) shifts; claims regarding responses to hydroclimatic fluctuations must be qualified; spatial validation metrics for the 2019 simulation and projection uncertainties toward 2050 must be reported.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
The existing keywords are somewhat generic; “remote sensing” is overly broad for optimal scholarly discovery. More targeted terms should be incorporated, such as Landsat, CA–Markov, Cellular Automata, LULC dynamics, Deforestation, forest–savanna transition, and West Africa.
	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory
The regional and environmental context is adequately outlined. However, the narrative is overly centered on drought narratives, leaving the specific methodological research gaps in LULCC modeling, particularly within the forest–savanna transition dynamics of Côte d’Ivoire, insufficiently formulated.
	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory
The broad research goals are outlined, but the third objective (“testing mapping robustness”) represents a standard methodological validation step rather than a standalone scientific objective. Furthermore, hypotheses concerning accelerated anthropogenic pressures and climate impacts need explicit operationalization and rigorous testing against observed outcomes.
	









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

	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
	4 = Good
The literature provided covers regional land cover transformations and historical contextual foundations adequately to frame the study site and basic modeling framework.
	

	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
	2 = Needs Improvement
Major methodological details require clarification: image preprocessing (radiometric/atmospheric calibration, sensor cross-calibration, and control for seasonal phenology and Harmattan haze) is not documented; reported classification accuracies (93%–98%) lack accompanying error matrices and sampling designs; the substantial extent of the water class (15%–19%) requires rigorous verification against benchmark surface water datasets; CA–Markov operational parameters, transition matrices, and the stationarity assumption require complete specification.
	

	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
	2 = Needs Improvement
The manuscript references a socio-economic field survey encompassing 453 respondents and 14 agricultural cooperatives. An explicit institutional ethics clearance statement, informed consent protocol, and data anonymization methodology must be formally provided in the methods section.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
Tabular data show internal arithmetic consistency. However, essential spatial-analytical outputs are missing, including full transition probability and area matrices (from–to), swap vs. net change breakdowns, and the spatialization of socio-economic survey findings. Descriptive reporting in the text also frequently overlaps with interpretation.
	

	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


	3 = Satisfactory
Figures 7, 8, and 11 present redundant visual representations of the numerical data already provided in Tables I through III; these should be consolidated into an integrated chart. Maps require standard cartographic elements (scale bars, orientation indicators, projection details), and full error matrices must be incorporated.
	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory
Comparative contextualization with regional studies is present, but causal explanations for specific trajectory changes (such as agricultural shifts and forest regrowth) rely heavily on external secondary narratives rather than direct, testable empirical evidence derived from the presented spatial datasets.
	

	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
	2 = Needs Improvement
Core conclusions regarding severe climatic stress, precipitation declines, rising temperatures, and immediate water security crises are unsupported by explicit statistical correlations or climate-LULC trend analyses within the text. Such causal deductions must either be substantiated by empirical analysis or removed from the conclusions.
	

	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
	2 = Needs Improvement
Discussion of study limitations is narrow, focusing almost exclusively on Markov chain stationarity and standard Kappa metric critique. Crucial analytical limitations—including inter-sensor radiometric variations (TM, ETM+, OLI), spectral confusion between perennial agroforestry systems and natural canopy, single-date seasonal phenological biases, and spatial uncertainty propagation in 2050 projections—must be critically elaborated.
	

	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
	2 = Needs Improvement
The reference list has serious structural flaws: ~11 cited references are missing from the text (e.g., Adja 2009, FAO 2010, Landis & Koch 1977); in-text citation mismatches (e.g., Ladet et al.); and a severe shortage of up-to-date international literature.
	

	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
	4 = Good
The writing is generally accessible and logically sequenced. However, technical terminology requires revision (e.g., distinguishing “rate of change” from absolute percentage point differences), redundant data recitations should be streamlined, and speculative phrasing should be replaced with objective scientific terminology.
	



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.

	No. The title is broad and omits explicit reference to the core spatial modeling tools. Furthermore, if hydroclimatic modeling is not explicitly executed in the text, climatic framing should not be implied. Suggested Alternative: “Land cover dynamics (1986–2019) and spatial CA–Markov projection to 2050 in the Marahoué region, Central-West Côte d’Ivoire”
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

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

	No. The abstract must be refined to eliminate unverified statements concerning hydroclimatic drivers; distinguish accurately between relative percentage rates and percentage point (pp) differences; standardize class taxonomy; provide quantitative spatial validation metrics (e.g., Figure of Merit) for the 2019 simulation; and explicitly note the projection bounds and uncertainties toward 2050.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	No. While internal arithmetic is consistent, scientific rigor is compromised by key methodological ambiguities that require substantial revision: 
1. Reported overall classification accuracies (93%–98%) within a heterogeneous landscape must be validated through complete confusion matrices, transparent sampling strategies, and documented reference datasets, particularly for historical periods (1986 and 2002).
2.  Radiometric calibration, atmospheric correction, cross-sensor harmonization (Landsat 5 TM, 7 ETM+, 8 OLI), and controls for seasonal phenology and Harmattan aerosol effects must be clearly documented.
3. The recorded proportion of open water (15%–19% of a 9,092 km2km^2km2 landscape) is unusually high for riverine channels in this setting. This requires verification against benchmark datasets (e.g., JRC Global Surface Water) and disambiguation from topographic shadows and hydromorphic wetlands.
4. The simulation framework requires full parameter disclosure, including transition steps, suitability surfaces, spatial neighborhood filters, transition probability matrices, and a formal evaluation of the stationarity assumption over a 31-year forward projection.
5. Validating the simulation solely against macro-scale aggregate class proportions is insufficient; spatial goodness-of-fit assessments (e.g., allocation disagreement, quantity disagreement, Figure of Merit) must be conducted.
6. Assertions regarding climate-induced land cover transitions and accelerating anthropogenic pressure must be backed by formal statistical testing or decoupled from empirical findings.
	

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

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

	No. The reference list has several significant deficiencies, including approximately 11 references not cited in the text (e.g., Adja, 2009; FAO, 2010; Landis & Koch, 1977) and inconsistencies between in-text citations and bibliography entries (e.g., Ladet et al.). Furthermore, the manuscript lacks sufficient recent international literature, particularly publications from the last five years. The authors should carefully cross-check all references, correct bibliographic inconsistencies, remove uncited sources, and incorporate more recent peer-reviewed studies to strengthen the manuscript's engagement with current research.
	

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

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

	Yes. The authors describe primary socio-economic data collection involving 453 respondents and 14 agricultural cooperatives. Standard academic protocols require explicit documentation of ethical clearance (or institutional exemption), informed consent procedures, and protocols ensuring participant confidentiality and data anonymization.
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