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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 addresses an important and timely topic: the integration of artificial intelligence, evolutionary game theory, and environmental data for biodiversity conservation. The work contributes to interdisciplinary research by linking ecological modeling, machine learning, and policy optimization, which are increasingly relevant for addressing complex environmental challenges. The review-style synthesis of modeling approaches, simulation methods, and decision-support tools can help researchers and practitioners better understand how computational techniques can improve conservation planning. Overall, the manuscript highlights emerging directions that may guide future research in ecological informatics and adaptive ecosystem management.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title “AI-Driven Biodiversity Conservation Using Evolutionary Game Theory and Environmental Data” is appropriate and reflects the scope and core themes of the manuscript.

Optional suggestion: “AI-Driven Biodiversity Conservation: Integrating Evolutionary Game Theory, Environmental Data, and Multi-Agent Modeling”
	

	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 is generally comprehensive and clearly explains the scope, methods, and significance of the work. It effectively summarizes the integration of AI, evolutionary game theory, and environmental datasets.
Suggestions for improvement:

Briefly clarify whether the paper is primarily a review, conceptual framework, or methodological study, as this is not fully explicit in the abstract.

If case studies are mentioned, consider indicating whether they are empirical, simulated, or literature-based examples.

A short statement on limitations or challenges could strengthen balance and scientific rigor.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript appears scientifically sound at a conceptual level. The descriptions of evolutionary game theory, machine learning approaches, and multi-agent simulation are consistent with established literature and terminology.
Several aspects could be strengthened:

The work is largely conceptual; including quantitative results, experimental validation, or a formal methodology section would improve scientific rigor.

Some case studies are presented in a descriptive manner; adding citations to specific empirical studies or datasets would enhance credibility.

Clarifying assumptions in modeling frameworks would help readers assess reproducibility.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references include foundational works and several relatively recent studies (e.g., papers up to 2022), and they broadly cover AI, ecology, and modeling.
Suggestions: 

Add more recent references (2023–2025) on: AI in conservation biology, Explainable AI in ecological modelling, Graph neural networks or transformers in ecological networks

Consider citing major reviews on computational ecology or ecological informatics from the last 3–5 years.
	

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


	Yes, the language is generally clear, grammatically correct, and appropriate for academic writing. Minor improvements could include: reducing some repetition of phrases (e.g., repeated summaries at the end of sections), and shortening overly long sentences in several sections to improve readability.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is well structured, relevant, and scientifically grounded at a conceptual level. Minor revisions are recommended to clarify the methodological nature of the work, strengthen recent references, and improve specificity regarding case studies and limitations.
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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 detail)
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