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	This study provides a comprehensive assessment of post-flood soil quality by integrating physical, chemical, and biological parameters. Using Principal Component Analysis and soil quality indices, it offers a robust framework for evaluating changes in soil health after flooding. The findings reveal site-specific alterations in nutrient availability, soil acidity, and microbial activity, providing valuable guidance for targeted soil restoration and management. The methodology and data presented can serve as a reference for similar studies in other flood-affected regions, contributing to sustainable agriculture and land management.
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