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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 significant contribution to the scientific community by advancing the integration of geospatial technologies and machine learning for the surveillance of climate-sensitive pest dynamics. By combining multi-source satellite data with robust predictive modeling, it offers a scalable and data-driven framework for early warning and risk assessment of desert locust outbreaks in arid ecosystems.
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
A very minor refinement could improve flow (e.g., “Climate-Driven” instead of “Climate-Exacerbated”),
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3. 
Figures must have numbers, like Fig. 1.
2.0 Materials and Methods must be written as 
2. Materials and Methods
Write equations with a mathematical editor.
Insert numbers for equations.
Insert references for equations.
Improve quality/resolution of figures.
Insert units forparameters in tables.
“6.0 Conclusions: Remote Sensing as a Core Surveillance Tool” write only 6. Conclusions.
Minor mistakes in References.
Insert the following reference:
Ţălu Ş., Cryptography techniques for satellite-based communications: challenges, potential solutions and future trends. ACTA TECHNICA CORVINIENSIS – Bulletin of Engineering, 17(1), 103-111, 2024. https://doi.org/10.59168/WLNH8971.


	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes. A very minor refinement could improve flow (e.g., “Climate-Driven” instead of “Climate-Exacerbated”),
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Figures must have numbers, like Fig. 1.
2.0 Materials and Methods must be written as 
2. Materials and Methods
Write equations with a mathematical editor.
Insert numbers for equations.
Insert references for equations.
Improve quality/resolution of figures.
Insert units forparameters in tables.
“6.0 Conclusions: Remote Sensing as a Core Surveillance Tool” write only 6. Conclusions.
Minor mistakes in References.
Insert the following reference:
Ţălu Ş., Cryptography techniques for satellite-based communications: challenges, potential solutions and future trends. ACTA TECHNICA CORVINIENSIS – Bulletin of Engineering, 17(1), 103-111, 2024. https://doi.org/10.59168/WLNH8971.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes. Insert the following reference:
Ţălu Ş., Cryptography techniques for satellite-based communications: challenges, potential solutions and future trends. ACTA TECHNICA CORVINIENSIS – Bulletin of Engineering, 17(1), 103-111, 2024. https://doi.org/10.59168/WLNH8971.

	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	No.
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