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	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 study investigates the estimation of soaked California Bearing Ratio (CBR) of natural and stabilized soils using machine learning (ML) methods. Soil samples from Uttarakhand were stabilized with fly ash, cement, and coir fiber, and laboratory tests provided data on OMC, MDD, and CBR. Four ML models—Multiple Linear Regression (MLR), Support Vector Regression (SVR), Multivariate Adaptive Regression Splines (MARS), and Random Forest (RF) were developed and evaluated using RMSE, MAE, correlation coefficient, and volumetric efficiency.
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	The abstract is informative, but it could be improved by clearly stating the size of the dataset, the range of variables, and highlighting the novelty of comparing linear (MLR) with non-linear (MARS, RF, SVR) models.
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	Optional/General comments


	1. The abstract is informative, but it could be improved by clearly stating the size of the dataset, the range of variables, and highlighting the comparing linear (MLR) with non-linear (MARS, RF, SVR) models.

2. Some figures (scatter plots and line plots) are overcrowded. They could be simplified to improve readability.

3. In Table 3, it would be helpful to mark the best-performing values (bold or highlighted) for quick comparison.
4. The discussion could be strengthened by explaining why MLR and MARS outperformed RF and SVR in this case.
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