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	Reviewer’s comment

	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)


	Yes, the title is generally suitable.
	

	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.


	It is recommended that the abstract be carefully revised for clarity, conciseness, and proper English usage to ensure that the objectives, methods, key results, and conclusions are communicated effectively.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is good scientifically; however, it would be significantly strengthened by including appropriate statistical analyses and correlation tests between different soil properties to better support the interpretations and conclusions.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally adequate; however, incorporating more recent studies would strengthen the manuscript and provide better context for the findings.
	

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


	The language and English quality are not yet suitable for scholarly communication and it is strongly recommended that the manuscript undergo thorough language revision to correct grammar, punctuation, and clarity issues.
See the attachment
	

	Optional/General comments


	1- The abstract should be rewritten, as it contains multiple language errors and redundancy.
	

	
	2- It is better to use keywords that are not already in the title, as much as possible.
	

	
	3- Provide clearer evidence of the research gap.
	

	
	4- The research objective is unclear written. It should be reformulated into a clear, concise, and measurable objective.
	

	
	5- The use of only two pedons per site and a single sampling date may be insufficient to properly assess spatial variability, especially for biological properties. The authors should justify how this design adequately represents spatial heterogeneity.
	

	
	6- Why was no statistical analysis performed in this study, despite making comparisons between sites and land-use types? The manuscript does not mention any statistical tests, software, experimental design, or significance levels. Without statistical validation, the reported differences remain purely descriptive. Can the conclusions regarding differences between cultivated and uncultivated soils, or between locations, be considered reliable without statistical support?

	

	
	7- For clarity and readability, all soil analyses should be consolidated into a single, well-structured section that briefly describes the sampling, preparation, and methods used for each property.
	

	
	8- It is better to interpret soil color cautiously, as light brown hues may result from multiple factors (organic matter, iron oxides, moisture) rather than solely indicating organic matter content.
	

	
	9- The manuscript attributes clay translocation to eluviation and illuviation processes, but no direct evidence (e.g., micromorphology or clay coatings) is provided. The authors should either provide supporting evidence or phrase these interpretations more cautiously.
	

	
	
	

	
	11- Particle size is reported as g kg⁻¹ in text but as percentages (%) in Table 2. Units must be consistent throughout.
	

	
	12- The text states Dibis pH ranged 8.02–8.11 but then describes it as “neutral to moderately alkaline.” Values above 8 are clearly alkaline.
	

	
	13- No correlations or statistical relationships between soil properties (e.g., clay content and CEC) are presented, which limits the ability to support causal interpretations. For example, the text attributes differences in CEC mainly to clay content, but without correlation analysis or data, this explanation remains speculative.
	

	
	14- Consider replacing with “uncultivated soils” for scientific neutrality
	

	
	15- The manuscript requires substantial English language editing. Many sentences are grammatically incorrect or unclear.
	

	
	16- There are numerous minor writing and typographical errors throughout the manuscript. In particular, some sentences end with extra periods (“..”), which should be corrected.
	

	
	17- The conclusion section should incorporate scalability, recommendations, and limitations in addition to the findings.
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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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