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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.


	This manuscript is of great importance to the scientific community, as it provides a detailed and up-to-date analysis of desertification processes in an arid region that serves as a representative model of global environmental transformations. By integrating data on aeolian landforms, land use, and climate change, the study contributes to the understanding of the interactions between natural and anthropogenic factors that accelerate environmental degradation. Furthermore, it offers important information for territorial planning and the sustainable management of natural, water, and agricultural resources in regions vulnerable to desertification. Its results can guide public policies and future research aimed at mitigating the impacts of climate change on marginal ecosystems and populations dependent on agriculture.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title "Desertification in the Rafsanjan Plain of Southeastern Iran: A Microcosm of Global Climate Change and its Impact upon Earth's Marginal Regions" is clear and informative, as it directly relates the local phenomenon of desertification in the Rafsanjan Plain to the global context of climate change. However, it is relatively long and could be considered overly descriptive by current scientific standards, which favor more concise and direct titles.
	

	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's abstract is comprehensive and informative, clearly presenting the main elements of the study—geographic context, physical processes involved (aeolian deflation, sediment transport, active dunes), environmental and human factors, and the consequences of desertification on land use. However, there are some points that could be improved to make it more objective, balanced, and aligned with current scientific practices.

I suggest:

Include the explicit objective of the study.

The abstract describes the observed phenomena, but does not clearly state the central objective of the research (for example, "to assess the causes and consequences of desertification in the Rafsanjan Plain based on the analysis of geomorphological and land use data").

Add methodological information about the region.

There is no mention of the approaches employed—for example, the use of satellite imagery, spatial analysis, mapping, or field measurements. A few words about the methods applied reinforce scientific credibility within the academic community;

Provide a quantitative or qualitative summary of the manuscript's main points;

Although the text mentions trends (dune expansion and contraction, agricultural loss), it could include approximate data or proportions (e.g., "an X% reduction in cultivated area" or "an increase of Y km² in active dune areas"). This would give the summary greater empirical strength.

Avoid repetition and overly descriptive terms.

Some expressions, such as "serious challenges" and "significant destabilization," can be replaced by more technical or concise terms;

Conclude with a more direct conclusion.

The summary ends with a warning ("continued drought and misuse of water resources will ensure continued desertification"), but could conclude with a conclusive scientific message, such as:

"The results demonstrate that climate change, combined with inadequate water and soil management, are accelerating the desertification process, reinforcing the need for regional mitigation strategies."
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the manuscript presents scientifically accurate content that is consistent with the current state of knowledge on desertification and aeolian processes in arid regions. The concepts of aeolian deflation, sediment transport, dune formation, and anthropogenic influence are well applied and reflect a solid understanding of regional geomorphology and climatology.

However, there are some points that could be improved to strengthen the scientific consistency and accuracy of the study:

Lack of detailed methodological information.

The abstract and text indicate observations on dune expansion and retraction and land-use changes since 1955, but do not specify the data sources, spatial analysis methods (e.g., remote sensing, GIS, meteorological data), or criteria for temporal comparison. This lack partially compromises the scientific verifiability of the results.

Lack of quantitative data.

The conclusions on increased aeolian transport, agricultural retreat, and dune advance are presented qualitatively. The inclusion of numerical values ​​or summary statistics (e.g., percentage change, area affected, rates of change) would reinforce the scientific soundness of the work.

Correlation between climate and land use.

The manuscript attributes desertification to "increased global temperature" and "reduced effective rainfall," which is plausible, but this relationship should be supported by regional meteorological data or specific references for southeastern Iran.

Global generalization.

By describing the Rafsanjan Plain as a "microcosm of global climate change," the text makes an interesting analogy, but it should clarify the limits of this extrapolation—that is, in which respects the local case represents global trends (e.g., aridification, agricultural pressure, water management) and in which it does not.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Based on the content presented in the manuscript's abstract and description, it is possible to conclude that the references appear limited and possibly outdated, considering that the topic—desertification and climate change—is widely studied and has received new scientific contributions over the past two decades. The lack of explicit references to recent sources, satellite data, or international climate reports (such as IPCC, FAO, or UNEP) suggests that the article could benefit from a substantial bibliographic update.

Strengths

Temporal and thematic breadth: The references cover over 80 years of research in aeolian geomorphology, including classic studies, theoretical reviews, and recent applications of remote sensing and climate modeling.

Current: There are several papers from 2020 to 2025, demonstrating alignment with contemporary literature.

Geographic diversity: The list includes studies from Iran, China, Africa, Europe, North America, and Mars, providing a good coverage of the environmental variability of aeolian processes.

Highly credible sources: Most articles come from indexed journals (Aeolian Research, Geomorphology, Scientific Reports, Catena, Journal of Arid Environments, etc.).

Areas for improvement

Duplicate or redundant references:

Dong & Lv (2012) and Dong & Lv (2013) are the same publication (same DOI).

It is advisable to keep only the correct version (2014 in Advances in Geosciences).

Balance between old and new sources:

Some classics (pre-1980) are important, but could be accompanied by modern reviews.

Examples: Cooke & Warren (1973) and Breed et al. (1989) could be supplemented with post-2015 reviews.

Lack of recent systematic reviews on climate change and wind processes (important for contextualizing current trends).
	

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


	Overall, the manuscript's English level is adequate for academic communications, but there is room for improvement in terms of clarity, conciseness, and syntactic fluidity.
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