
Review Form (Review)
	Journal Name:
	International Journal of Environment and Climate Change 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_IJECC_157809

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Artificial Intelligence for Restoring Land: A Review of Land Degradation Mapping, Climate Change Prediction, and Ecosystem Service Valuation

	Type of the Article
	REVIEW ARTICLE




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 review is a comprehensive synthesis of three commonly siloed domains: land degradation, climate risk, and ecosystem services. The proposed Integrated AI Framework (Section 7) moves toward and beyond a strategic decision-support system. The review successfully identifies the fragmentation gap in existing literature. It demonstrates a high level of currency in methodological soundness.
	




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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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 For a review article, the depth of the literature survey is currently narrow: that is, only 23 references. It would be good to expand by including more regional case studies, African and Southeast Asian literature
	

	5. Are the objectives 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?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 But needs expansion, to more than 5- or 60 papers
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 Yes, certainly. The use of very recent works of 2024, 2025 on drought monitoring, wildlife prediction, for example, makes it current. 
	

	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
	5 As for as the schematic goes.
	

	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
	4 Discussion on SVM, Random Forest, LSTM and Hybrid Physics AI is quite accurate. It would be good to provide a comparative table of model performance (for example, RMSE, R2
	

	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

	      4 Yes. There is domain-specific nuance and it is very appreciable. This review shows significant human expertise and oversight. 
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	4 References are real and accurately cited
	

	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
	4 The writing is highly structured and polished.
	




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 Many reviews cover AI in remote sensing, however, a few integrate it explicitly with climate prediction and restoration.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Regional case studies (South Asian, Southeast Asian, and African) could increase the value of the paper.
	

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

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

	NO. But an “Acknowledgement of AI Use” to comply with the latest 2026 journal/publications guidelines will be appreciated.
	



PART 3

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	

As for suitability, ecological indicators are excellently handled. Land degradation and development is directly addressed. Remote sensing fits the technical scope and it is indeed good. Science of the total environment is moderately handled.
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