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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.


	This manuscript is significant for the scientific community as it provides comprehensive baseline data on soil fertility parameters in arecanut-growing regions of Karnataka's Malnad area, addressing a critical gap in understanding nutrient dynamics in high-rainfall, acidic soils that influence perennial crop productivity. By detailing variations in pH, electrical conductivity, organic carbon, cation exchange capacity, base saturation, and available NPK across three taluks, it offers valuable insights into soil health constraints like leaching and nutrient imbalances, which can inform targeted agronomic interventions to enhance yield and sustainability. Furthermore, the study's emphasis on regional-specific factors, such as heavy rainfall and parent material influences, contributes to broader knowledge in tropical soil science, aiding researchers in developing climate-resilient farming strategies and supporting policy decisions for plantation crop management in similar agro-ecological zones.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes


	

	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 reasonably comprehensive


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally scientifically sound in methodology and interpretations but contains factual errors (e.g., invalid coordinates for Thirthahalli, incorrect for Koppa; outdated arecanut area 218000 ha vs. stated 88000 ha) and inconsistencies (unpresented physical properties) requiring corrections for full accuracy.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient in number (17) and cover key standard methods and regional studies, providing adequate support for the methodology and discussion. However, they are not recent, with most dating from 1956 to1994 and only three from the last decade (2012, 2021, 2023), which limits the manuscript’s connection to current research on soil fertility and arecanut cultivation. Adding at least 5 recent publications on nutrient management in perennial crops or Malnad soil studies would strengthen credibility and relevance.
	

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


	No, the language and English quality of the article is not fully suitable for scholarly communication due to numerous grammatical errors, awkward phrasing, repetitive structures, inconsistent tense usage, and typographical issues
	

	Optional/General comments


	1-The methodology is robust and appropriate, employing standard, well-established analytical procedures on adequately processed soil samples from two depths across 30 sites per taluk, ensuring reliable data on chemical properties and nutrient status. However, the absence of any presentation or discussion of physical properties (e.g., particle size analysis/ texture) despite mentioning textural classes in the conclusion represents a notable gap that should be addressed by either including the data or removing the reference.
2- The results are clearly presented with detailed tables showing ranges, means, and individual sample values for pH, EC, OC, CEC, BS, and available NPK, supported by descriptive figures on percentage distributions across categories; this facilitates easy comparison among taluks and depths. Minor inconsistencies exist, such as slight discrepancies in reported percentage categories (e.g., pH classes in Koppa) that do not precisely align with raw data under strict boundaries, suggesting a need for verification and clearer definition of rating criteria.
3- The discussion effectively interprets findings in the context of regional environmental factors (heavy rainfall, leaching, parent material) and compares them logically with prior studies, providing meaningful insights into nutrient constraints for arecanut productivity. It is weakened by reliance on older references (mostly pre-2000) and occasional overgeneralization without addressing data limitations (e.g., no statistical tests for differences among taluks), which could be strengthened by incorporating recent literature and basic statistical comparisons.
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)


	


Reviewer details:

Rasoul Kharazmi, Iran

Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)

