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	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.


	
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, overall, the title is clear and appropriate.
	

	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.


	Yes, the abstract is generally comprehensive and well-structured
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the manuscript appears scientifically good, and the issues noted can be resolved with the clarifications and revisions suggested in the comments.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	As mentioned in Comment 2, it would be better to include more recent references.
	

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


	Overall, the English quality is acceptable but would benefit from professional language editing to enhance readability and precision.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1- The abstract does not specify the type of kriging used. Moreover, the manuscript lacks details on the variogram model and validation statistics, which should be clearly described in the Materials and Methods section.

2- The points raised in the introduction lack references. It is recommended to use more recent references (2020–2025) in the introduction and throughout the manuscript.

3- The manuscript should clearly highlight the research gap it addresses.
4- Table 1 contains some inconsistencies (e.g., mean values outside stated ranges for N and S) that should be verified and corrected.

5- Could the authors justify the adequacy of the sampling density (69 samples) and explain whether this is sufficient to capture the spatial variability of soil properties according to standard soil survey or geostatistical practices?

6- Results and discussion are generally clear but somewhat repetitive. Avoid excessive use of similar comparative phrases such as “Similar findings were reported by…”. It would be better to slightly revise the writing style of these sections for better readability.

7- Including a simple correlation or spatial variability analysis (e.g., relationship among OC, N, and S) would strengthen the interpretation of results.

8- The repeated percentage values (e.g., 94.90%) in several parameters seem unrealistic and may result from rounding or data entry errors. please recheck.

9- It is recommended to add units in Table 2 for better clarity.

10- In the Results and Discussion sections, it would be better if the Discussion were more detailed and addressed the reasons behind the observed results. Specifically, interpret the observed deficiencies for particular parameters, especially nitrogen and organic carbon, and discuss their agronomic implications.

11- Please ensure the correctness of the units for all parameters and their consistent presentation throughout the manuscript.
12- In the Conclusion section, it would be better to highlight the key findings quantitatively (e.g., low organic carbon and boron deficiencies) and include specific management recommendations, such as measures to improve soil fertility or address nutrient deficiencies, to increase the practical value of the study for stakeholders and policymakers.
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