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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 holds significant value for the scientific community because it tackles pressing environmental challenges through a clear and integrated perspective. It combines the themes of land degradation mapping, climate change prediction, and ecosystem service valuation—areas that are often examined in isolation—and presents them in a unified framework. The study also demonstrates practical approaches by which advanced analytical tools can enhance the accuracy of environmental assessments and support evidence‑based decision‑making. Such insights are particularly relevant for policymakers and planners working toward sustainable land management and climate resilience. Overall, the manuscript makes a meaningful contribution by connecting scientific research with real‑world applications and fostering interdisciplinary collaboration in this field.
.

	




PART 2.1 (Objective Publication)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good) 
The title is clear and reflects the main focus of the study. It provides a fair idea of the subject matter, though a slight refinement could make it more concise and engaging.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 (Good) 
The abstract effectively summarizes the purpose, approach, and major findings. To strengthen it further, the conclusions could be made more explicit and impactful.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good) 
The keywords are relevant and capture the core themes of the study. Adding a few more specific or targeted terms could improve search ability.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 (Good)
 The background section is well-structured and provides a solid foundation. Including more recent context and sharper linkage to the research problem would enhance its relevance.
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good) 
The objectives are clearly presented and align well with the paper’s theme. They guide the study effectively, though greater precision would strengthen them further.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	 Rating: 4 (Good) The review is relevant and supports the study’s framework. Adding more critical linkage between sources would improve depth.
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good) 
The review includes fairly recent studies, keeping the paper up to date. Incorporating a few more of the latest publications would enhance its currency.
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good) 
The methodology is explained clearly. More detail on selection criteria and databases used would improve transparency.
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)
 The paper goes beyond description and attempts critical analysis. A deeper comparison of differing viewpoints would make the analysis stronger.
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable

	Rating: 4 (Good) 
Research gaps are identified and future directions suggested. Presenting them more explicitly and with sharper focus would add clarity.
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good) 
The conclusions follow logically from the findings and align with the objectives. A more impactful closing statement could improve clarity.
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)
 The study acknowledges its limitations, adding credibility. Expanding this section slightly would provide a more balanced perspective.
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good) 
The references are largely credible and peer-reviewed. Including a broader range of high-impact or international journals would further enhance quality.
	

	14. 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
	Rating: 4 (Good) 
The manuscript is written in clear and accessible language. Minor improvements in flow and consistency would make it even more readable.
	




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 
	

	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.
	Yes 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

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

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

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

	No 
	



Reviewer details:

Nikesh Sharma, Government P.G College Nagrota Bagwan, India  
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