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	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 is of great interest and importance to the scientific community, as it examines the drivers and consequences of aeolian activity in the Rafsanjan Plain (Iran). The manuscript evaluates both natural and anthropogenic factors with the goal of proposing sustainable management strategies to reduce desertification and support socioeconomic development in this vulnerable arid landscape. This is primarily due to the fact that aeolian erosion poses a significant threat to agricultural development in the country.
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	The title of the article is suitable.
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	The abstract of the article is comprehensive. It briefly and fairly well outlines the content of the article and the main conclusions arising from it
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	The manuscript is scientifically correct. However, in my opinion, the authors should revise it and add the following sections: “Acknowledgments”, “Author Contributions”, “Funding”, “Data Availability Statement”, “Abbreviations" to it. In my opinion, the authors should have divided the “Results and discussion” section into two separate sections “Results” and “Discussion”. In my opinion, the section “Study area” should be included as a subsection of the “Results” section.
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	The references of the article are proper and sufficient. However, in my opinion, the authors should update them.
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	In general, English quality of the article is suitable for scholarly communications.
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