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	Reviewer’s comment
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	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.


	The manuscript presents a timely and comprehensive overview of how AI is revolutionizing remote sensing. It provides a broad survey of applications in environmental monitoring, urban planning, agriculture, and disaster response. The integration of case studies and technical comparisons strengthens its relevance. This work will be a valuable reference for researchers and practitioners interested in AI-based geospatial analysis.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is clear and reflects the core theme. However, it could be made more specific by including key terms such as “applications,” “challenges,” or “emerging trends” to better capture the manuscript’s full scope. For example: “Artificial Intelligence in Remote Sensing: Applications, Challenges, and Emerging Trends.”
	

	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 abstract is informative and well-structured. However, it could be improved by briefly mentioning specific AI techniques (e.g., deep learning or GANs) to provide a more technical snapshot.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound. It cites recent literature, presents concepts clearly, and discusses technical aspects with appropriate depth. However, some sections could benefit from a more critical discussion of model limitations and performance validation metrics.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are sufficient, relevant, and up to date. 
	

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


	Yes, the language is scholarly and mostly clear. A few long sentences could be simplified for better readability, and some passive voice usage could be reduced.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Overall, the chapter is well-written and informative. However, the structure can be improved by minimizing repetition and clearly distinguishing between current practices and future outlooks. Consider revising Table 1 for visual clarity.
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