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	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 study makes a valuable contribution by quantifying the significant decline in soil quality under continuous rice-based cropping systems in Northeast India, a region critical for food security. 
The development of a region-specific Relative Soil Quality Index (RSQI) incorporating 14 physical, chemical, and biological parameters provides a practical diagnostic tool for land managers. Particularly notable are the empirically derived RSQI thresholds (>51.8% for rice-fallow; >51.15% for rice-oilseed) that identify minimum soil quality levels required to sustain 80% crop yields – offering science-based targets for sustainable soil management. The inclusion of adjacent uncultivated soils as benchmarks effectively demonstrates agriculture's degradation impact, strengthening the call for improved conservation practices.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Cultivation-Driven Soil Degradation in Northeast Indian Rice Systems: RSQI Thresholds for Sustainable Yield Maintenance
· Directly conveys the core finding (100% medium/poor soils under cultivation vs. 57–71% good-quality uncultivated soils) 

· Highlights the study’s utility: empirically defined minimum RSQI values (51.15–51.8%) to sustain 80% yields.

	

	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 misses some key numbers that would make its findings stronger and more useful. 
To really tighten it up: First, clearly state what the RSQI scores mean upfront (like Good = >70%, Medium = 50-70%, Poor = <50%). Second, tell us how many soil samples you actually studied (e.g., 60 cultivated + 60 uncultivated for rice-fallow). Third, don't leave out those critical RSQI targets – specifically mention that soils need scores above 51.8% (rice-fallow) or 51.15% (rice-oilseed) to maintain 80% crop yields. Fourth, in your conclusion, directly connect the soil quality drop to the urgent need for better farm management to hit these yield goals. 
Finally, swap keywords like 'soil parameters' for sharper ones like 'soil degradation' or 'sustainable land management' to help others find your work. 

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Table 1 incorrectly lists micronutrient availability (Zn, B, Fe) in mg ha⁻¹ instead of the standard mg kg⁻¹ (ppm) for soil concentrations. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are adequate but not optimally current or region-specific
	

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


	It is technically functional but requires significant editing for scholarly publication. 

· Grammatical inconsistencies (tense shifts, missing articles), 
· Typos ("colometrically," "Minhus" for Mishra), and ambiguous phrasing (sustain [>] 80% infield yield) reduce clarity. 
· Critically, Table 1's unit error (mg ha⁻¹ for micronutrients instead of mg kg⁻¹) is a substantive flaw
Professional proofreading is essential to resolve these issues and meet journal standards, though core scientific communication remains intact.
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