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PART 1: Comments

	
	Reviewer’s comment


	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 provides a broad and timely overview of computer-aided tools used in garden and landscape design, highlighting the growing role of digital technologies in environmental planning. By summarizing multiple software platforms and their applications, the review helps bridge the gap between landscape architecture practice and emerging digital workflows. The discussion on sustainability and AI integration is particularly relevant as the field moves toward data-driven and climate-responsive design. Overall, the article contributes useful foundational knowledge for students, practitioners, and researchers interested in technology-
enabled landscape planning.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The current title is generally suitable but could be made more precise and scholarly. “A Review of Computer-Aided Software Tools for Garden and Landscape Design”
	


Review Form 3


Created by: DR
Checked by: PM
Approved by: MBM
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)

	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 provides a good overview of the topic and highlights key technologies such as 3D modeling and BIM integration. However, it would benefit from:
· Correcting minor typographical errors (e.g., “water conservatiorafeekher.mn”).
· Reducing the number of specific product names and focusing more on categories of tools and their functional roles.
· Briefly mentioning the structure of the review (e.g., comparison of tools, AI applications, integration workflows).
These revisions would improve clarity, professionalism, and academic tone.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally descriptive and technically sound in its overview of software tools and their applications in landscape design. However, it reads more like a technical survey than a critical scientific review. To strengthen scientific rigor, the authors should:
· Provide more analytical comparison between tools rather than listing features
· Add citations to support claims about software adoption, efficiency improvements, and AI benefits
· Include a comparative table summarizing capabilities, limitations, and ideal use cases
These additions would make the paper more evidence-based and academically robust.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript includes a wide range of references, but many are not directly related to landscape design software (e.g., unrelated engineering or environmental topics).
The reference list should be refined to include:

· More peer-reviewed sources on CAD/BIM in landscape architecture
· Recent studies (last 5–7 years) on digital landscape modeling
· Academic sources on AI applications in design workflows
	



	
	Reducing loosely related citations will improve academic relevance and credibility.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	The manuscript requires moderate to major language editing. While the meaning is
	

	
	generally understandable, there are:
	

	
	· Grammatical errors
	

	
	· Repetitions
	

	
	· Informal phrasing
	

	
	· Formatting inconsistencies in figure captions and headings
	

	
	Professional English editing is recommended before publication.
	

	Optional/General comments
	· Several figures are mentioned but not properly formatted or captioned.

· Some software descriptions read like promotional content and should be made more neutral and analytical.
· The conclusion could be strengthened by summarizing key comparative insights and future research directions.
· A structured comparison table would significantly improve the review quality.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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