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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	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.


	The manuscript addresses an increasingly important issue, especially for cities such as Istanbul that are currently facing the combined challenges of water scarcity, climate change and rapid urbanisation. As I was reading, I found the focus on xeriscape strategies in a large metropolitan context both timely and genuinely useful. The paper brings together various strands of knowledge in a way that could benefit not only academics, but also practitioners and local authorities who are looking for feasible adaptation approaches. I would like to recognise the authors’ effort in discussing an area that has not yet been explored in depth in the Turkish context, which makes the work a valuable contribution to ongoing conversations on climate-resilient urban landscape practices.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	Overall, I find the title appropriate and reflective of the paper’s scope. It is clear and sufficiently informative, signalling both the thematic focus (xeriscape and climate adaptation) and the geographical context. For this reason, I do not think a change is necessary.
	

	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 reasonable overview of the paper and its purpose. However, as a reader, I felt that it would benefit from a brief indication of how the review was carried out (for instance, the basis on which the literature was selected or the lens used to synthesise it). One or two words on the implications for urban planning bodies might also offer the abstract a clearer sense of direction. These are, of course, small additions, but I believe they would strengthen the clarity of the abstract.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	From what I gathered, the manuscript is scientifically sound and the arguments are generally well supported by relevant literature. The structure is mostly logical and easy to follow. At times, I found myself wanting slightly smoother transitions between a few sections, as certain thematic shifts appeared a little abrupt. This does not undermine the integrity of the work, but addressing it could improve the overall readability and flow.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references appear to be adequate and include a fair balance of seminal works and more recent publications. As a small suggestion, incorporating a couple of very recent studies (perhaps from 2023–2024) focusing on xeriscape or water-wise landscaping in other metropolitan regions such as Barcelona, Los Angeles or Athens could help broaden the comparative dimension. This is not essential, but it may add further depth.
	

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


	Yes, the language used is broadly suitable for academic publication. The manuscript is understandable and largely well written. There were a few points, particularly in the discussion section, where some slight rephrasing could help the text flow more naturally. A light language edit would be sufficient to enhance clarity, but overall the level of English is appropriate.
	

	Optional/General comments


	I appreciated the way the paper draws together spatial, environmental and design considerations, as this integrated view is often missing in similar studies. Readers who are less familiar with xeriscape approaches might find it helpful if the authors include either a short visual framework or a simple diagram outlining the core components discussed. It could also be worth briefly reflecting on potential barriers to implementation in a city like Istanbul, as this would show further engagement with the practical realities. In general, the manuscript is thoughtfully prepared and offers useful insights for both researchers and practitioners.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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