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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 review synthesizes knowledge on soil landscape rehabilitation, an approach that explicitly targets spatial patterns of degradation across agricultural fields. It integrates field-based rehabilitation strategies, microbial mechanisms underpinning soil structure and carbon recovery, and the role of remote sensing in monitoring rehabilitation outcomes across scales, making the manuscript timely and relevant for both research and applied restoration contexts.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is generally suitable, as it clearly conveys the topics.
	

	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.


	Yes, the abstract is clear and well written; however, it could be further strengthened by explicitly stating that the manuscript is a review, by clarifying its integrative contribution, and by slightly streamlining the descriptive background.

Several keywords largely overlap with terms already used in the title
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound. This review synthesizes current knowledge on soil landscape rehabilitation, an approach that targets spatial patterns of degradation across agricultural fields. However, several relevant bodies of literature are underrepresented, particularly on technosols and anthropogenic soils in the context of soil reconstruction, as well as on productive restoration, agroecology, and regenerative agriculture. Expanding the bibliographic base and acknowledging these related frameworks would strengthen the review and better position it within the broader restoration literature. In addition, briefly describing the review methodology or the criteria used for selecting studies would increase scientific rigor. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The bibliographic coverage should be expanded. Suggestions:

Azevedo-Lopes, T., Queiroz, HM., Ruiz, F., Asensio, V., Ferreira, AD., Cherubin, MR. and Ferreira, TO. 2024. From waste to soil: Technosols made with construction and demolition waste as a nature-based solution for land reclamation. Waste Management, 186, 153-165. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wasman.2024.06.010
Ceccon E. 2020. Productive restoration as a tool for socio-ecological landscape conservation: the case of "La Montaña" in Guerrero, Mexico. In: Baldauf C (ed.). Participatory biodiversity conservation – concepts, experiences and perspectives. Springer, Berlin. p. 113-128.  ISBN 978-3-030-41685-0.
Macci, C., Vannucchi, F., Doni, S., Peruzzi, E., Lucchetti, S., Castellani, M. and Masciandaro, G. 2022. Recovery and environmental recycling of sediments: The experience of CNR-IRET Pisa. Journal of Soils and Sediments, 22(11), 2865-2872. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11368-022-03162-7.
	

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


	Yes, the language and English quality of the article are generally suitable for scholarly communication. The text is clear, well-structured, and conveys scientific concepts accurately. Minor grammatical edits and smoothing of a few long sentences could further improve readability. In addition, Section 7.2 appears after the Conclusion and should be relocated.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Outdated treatment of drone-based remote sensing: the remote sensing section, particularly regarding drone-based applications, relies heavily on early literature (e.g. around 2011) and does not adequately reflect recent technological advances in sensors, platforms, and data processing.

Bibliographic organization: the reference list is not ordered alphabetically and should be revised to comply with standard bibliographic conventions.

Terminological consistency: please ensure consistent use of terminology throughout the manuscript (e.g. toe-slope vs. toe slope).

Conclusion: the Conclusion repeats several themes already discussed in the manuscript and would benefit from being more concise and synthetic.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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