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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.


	
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	
	

	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.


	
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	
	

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


	
	

	Optional/General comments


	The scientific foundation is solid (good sample size, clear nutrient analysis), but the formatting and depth of analysis require significant improvement.

Here are the areas for improvement, ranked by priority:

1. Language and Writing (High Priority) The English used contains numerous grammatical errors and awkward phrasings that hinder readability.

Problem: Frequent use of incorrect tenses, singular/plural agreement errors, and non-academic phrasing.

Example: "The soil sample was collected..." (should be "Soil samples were collected").

Example: "Due that studies on nutrient composition..." (should be "Therefore, studies on...").

Action: The manuscript must be proofread by a native speaker or a scientific editing service. Passive voice should be prioritized for the methodology ("Samples were dried" instead of "We dried samples").

2. Title and Abstract
Title: It is a bit too long.

Suggestion: "Soil Nutrient Variations across Different Land Use Types in the Upper Catchment of the Narmada River, Central India."

Abstract:
It lists many figures (min/max) but lacks a strong conclusion.

Action: Add a final sentence on practical implications. For example: "These results suggest that the conversion of forests into agricultural land leads to a significant loss of soil fertility, necessitating adapted conservation strategies."

3. Materials and Methods (Statistical Clarification) This is the most critical part for scientific credibility.

Statistical analyses: You mention "BlueSky Statistics Software," but you do not specify which tests were used.

Action: You must explicitly write: "Differences between land use types were analyzed using One-way ANOVA. Comparison of means was performed using Tukey’s HSD post-hoc test at p < 0.05." (The letters a, b, c in your tables indicate a post-hoc test, but it must be named).

Sampling: Clarify the phrase "All 60 soil samples...". Confirm that it is: 6 land use types x 5 quadrats x 2 depths = 60 total samples.

4. Results and Discussion Currently, this section is very descriptive (repeating figures from the tables) and lacks deep ecological interpretation.

Avoid repetition: Do not repeat all table values in the text. Highlight trends (e.g., "Nitrogen was significantly higher in dense forest compared to open land").

In-depth Discussion:
Why is potassium higher in the forest? Link this to the species list (Table 5) and the specific leaf litter of these trees.

Correlation: You provide the R² values, but explain the biological mechanism. (e.g., "The strong correlation between organic C and N is explained by the simultaneous mineralization of organic matter").

Comparison: Compare your results with other similar studies (not only in India, but in other tropical regions) to show if your results are typical or surprising.

5. Tables and Figures
Table 5 (Species List): This table is very long.

Action: Consider moving it to Supplementary Material or keeping only the 5-10 dominant species in the main text. This will streamline the article.

Figure Legends: They are redundant.

Example Fig 3: "Soil pH of different soil depths..." The legend must be concise. Details (1=Dense Mixed Forest, etc.) must be clear.

Tables 1, 2, 3: The column formatting (0-20, 20-40) is repetitive. Ensure units (kg ha-1) are in the header so they are not repeated.

6. Bibliographic References There are oversights in the reference list that must be corrected to look professional.

Duplicates:
Bárcena et al. (2014) appears twice.

Brady & Weil (2008) appears twice with different formats.

Standardization: Check that all references follow the same style (APA, Harvard, etc.). Check capitalization in article titles.

Summary of Action Plan:
1- Clean up references (remove duplicates).

2- Statistical revision (name the ANOVA/Tukey tests in Methods).

3- Rewrite Discussion (fewer figures, more biological explanations).

4- English correction (essential step).

5- Move Table 5 to the appendix.
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