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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (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.


	This paper is significant to the scientific community because it investigates how GeoAI technologies can revive the environmental beauty of Nigerian cities. It provides novel solutions for sustainable urban planning and management. The research also presents a useful framework for constructing smart, climate-resilient cities in developing countries.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes
	

	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.


	The article abstract is very thorough — it succinctly describes the objectives of the study, the problems of Nigerian cities, the function of GeoAI technologies, the obstacles to implementation, and the suggested multidisciplinary solutions. It also emphasizes the larger economic and environmental resilience implications, which are significant.

That being said, I have a few suggestions for improvement:

Addition: Briefly state methodology (systematic literature review) to provide a more complete indication of how conclusions were reached.

Addition: Place key findings (e.g., data gaps, infrastructure issues) in brief summarized form for improved problem statement to results balance.

Minor Deletion: Abstract is too dense towards the end; you could condense policy recommendations a little in order not to overwhelm readers.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is accurate scientifically. It is well-researched, exhaustively cites up-to-date and relevant literature, and logically organizes its arguments. The evidence for incorporating GeoAI technologies into urban environmental aesthetics is well-supported, as well as the challenges and recommendations which are critically assessed. The method — a systematic review of literature — is suitable for the study's purpose and described clearly. Overall, the scientific basis is sound, although slight restructuring and minor condensation in some over-dense areas would make it even better.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are mostly adequate and very up-to-date. The manuscript uses a broad variety of high-quality sources, such as 2019-2024 papers and reports, which keeps the study current. It also incorporates seminal works in urban planning and GeoAI, which provides richness.

Minor suggestions for improvement:

You may include one or two additional extremely recent studies (2023–2024) specifically on GeoAI applications in African or Global South urban settings to further solidify the regional context.

Adding a recent UN-Habitat or World Bank report (2023–2024) on urban climate resilience would also offer an even stronger global policy link.
	

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


	Yes, the English and language quality of the article are generally acceptable for academic communication. The tone is formal, concise, and properly organized for an academic readership. Complicated ideas are well expressed using good technical terms, and references are well incorporated into the text.

Minor improvement suggestions:

A few sentences are rather long and heavy; they would be better with a split.

There are a few spots where wordings might be minutely improved to be more exact (e.g., using "restoring" or "boosting" rather than "redeeming" here and there in order to fit a smoother scholastic rhythm).

Some repeat instances could be cut for greater brevity.

It overall meets the criteria but would need a slight pro language edit for it to get even crisper.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

No
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