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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 manuscript contributes useful site-specific data on soil morphological, physical, and chemical characteristics of humid tropical coastal plain soils in southern Nigeria and evaluates their suitability for cashew production using established FAO land evaluation frameworks. Such studies remain important for applied soil management, agricultural land-use planning, and teaching/research farms where long-term cultivation decisions are made. The work also adds comparative value by aligning local soil data with internationally recognized suitability criteria.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	· The title is generally appropriate and reflects the content of the study. However, it could be strengthened by indicating the evaluation framework or scale used.

· Suggested alternative:
“Land Suitability Evaluation of Coastal Plain Soils for Cashew (Anacardium occidentale L.) Production Using FAO Criteria at the Rivers State University Teaching and Research Farm, Nigeria.”

	

	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 summarizes objectives, methods, and major findings adequately. However, it has three technical weaknesses:

1. It reports many numerical soil properties without clearly stating the evaluation method or rating system (FAO/Sys framework) used.

2. The conclusion that soils are “highly suitable (S1)” conflicts with later sections that classify aggregate suitability as S2 due to texture limitation.

3. Management implications (e.g., nutrient amendment, organic matter improvement) are absent.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study is methodologically sound in design, but several technical issues need attention:

1. Internal inconsistency in suitability classification
a) The abstract reports soils as highly suitable (S1), while Results and Summary tables classify aggregate suitability as S2 due to soil texture.

b) This contradiction must be resolved across abstract, results, discussion, and conclusion.

2. Texture limitation interpretation
a) Loamy sand is rated as a limitation (S2), yet cashew is well documented to perform well on sandy-to-sandy loam soils. The manuscript does not adequately justify why texture is limiting under the given rainfall and drainage conditions.

3. Chemical fertility interpretation
a) High base saturation (>80%) is reported alongside strongly acidic pH (≈4.0–4.6). This requires clearer explanation, especially given the low ECEC values, to avoid misinterpretation of soil fertility status.

4. Laboratory method referencing
a) Some analytical methods are cited using recent journal articles (e.g., hydrometer, Kjeldahl), rather than classical standard references, which is unconventional for soil characterization studies.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are adequate in number and include relevant FAO and regional soil studies. However:

a) Several citations are outdated or inconsistently formatted.

b) Some recent references cited (e.g., CNN-based organic carbon estimation) are methodologically unrelated to the laboratory procedures actually used.

c) Duplicate references appear in the list.


	

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


	The manuscript requires major language editing. Issues include:

· Grammatical errors and awkward sentence construction.

· Repetition of ideas, especially in the Introduction and Discussion.

· Inconsistent technical terminology (e.g., “aggregate suitability,” “physical limitation,” “texture/structure”).
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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