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Please evaluate (√) each aspect of the abstract in YES or NO. For each evaluation aspect comments are welcome, especially if evaluation is NO. Your comments will help to improve quality of the conference abstracts.
	
	Evaluation aspects
	YES
	NO

	1
	The topic of this abstract is relevant for the conference and submitted track. 
Comment:  
The abstract is highly relevant to the conference, particularly the tracks on precision farming, artificial intelligence, and the Internet of Things in agriculture.
	
	

	2
	The abstract follows the guidelines.
Comment:
The abstract generally follows the guidelines but could be slightly improved. It includes a background, objectives, methodology, discussion of results, and conclusion. However, the results and conclusion could be more explicitly stated to clarify that all sections are covered. Additionally, references are avoided as required.
	
	

	3
	The abstract contains well defined aim and tasks of the research. 
Comment:  
The research's aim is clear: to evaluate the vertical accuracy of various open-source DEMs against LiDAR-derived DEMs for oil palm plantations. The tasks are well-defined, focusing on accuracy assessments and cost-effective alternatives for terrain modeling.
	
	

	4
	The research methodology for the study is appropriate. 
Comment:  
The methodology is well-suited to the study's objectives. It combines quantitative accuracy assessments using ground control points (GCPs) with machine learning models and Geographically Weighted Regression (GWR), which are appropriate techniques for assessing spatial variations in DEM accuracy.
	
	

	5
	The results of analysis are correctly interpreted. 
Comment:  
While the abstract mentions that cost-effective DEM alternatives were identified, it does not provide specific details about how these alternatives performed relative to LiDAR or what specific conclusions were drawn from the analysis. More explicit mention of key findings would improve this section.
	
	



	6
	The conclusions are sound. 
Comment:  
The conclusion that cost-effective DEM alternatives can support reliable terrain analysis is logical and sound based on the study's aim. However, it would benefit from being more explicitly stated in a separate concluding sentence.
	
	

	7
	The abstract includes 3-5 keywords.
Comment:
While the keywords are relevant and help capture the study's key elements, the abstract includes six keywords, which exceeds the allowed maximum number.
	
	

	8
	The abstract is free from grammatical and spelling errors. 
Comment: 
The abstract is free from grammatical and spelling errors and is well-written overall.
	
	



	Suggestions for improvement

	1. Explicitly mention some key results or findings from the analysis to strengthen that section.
2. Consider separating a clear concluding sentence or section to emphasize the main message.
3. Reduce the number of keywords to 5 as per typical guidelines.



