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	Reviewer’s comment
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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 is an insightful study into the assessment of physicochemical properties of soils underline by different Geological formations in Enugu and Anambra states, Southeastern Nigeria. This research is both novel and useful to the scientific communities in Agricultural Science, Soil Science, Environmental Science and related fields. With the adverse effects of climate change, environmental pollution, environmental degradation and soil erosion surge, it is crucial to understand how different geological formation affects the physicochemical properties of soils. In this regard, this manuscript is a commendable attempt to contribute towards soil-research that will enrich scientific communities.  
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title of this manuscript is suitable and proper. The content of the manuscript match with the title. Keywords such as geological formation, soil physicochemical properties found in the title reflects the study’s objectives, and findings.
	

	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 is okay as it aligns with the journal’s specifications. It judiciously summarized the research’s objectives, methodology and results without exposing too much information. It is also concise and comprehensive to anyone, even those without expertise in the research field.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	While I laud the efforts of the authors, I think this manuscript requires proper arrangement, I am particularly referring to the tables, table 3 came after conclusion which is not proper.  
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are nearly sufficient but grossly improper as most references were old. Most of the sources cited are dated between 1941 and 1996. I suggest more recent sources should be used to replace those ones. The authors wrote Telo da Gama, 223 instead of Telo da Gama, 2023.
	

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


	The language level is good without any noticed errors. However, attention should be paid to jamming of words like; Ezemonye&Emeribe, 2012.
	

	Optional/General comments


	I believe that if the authors can fix the identified issues such as positioning table 3 at the right place, and not after the conclusion,  using more recent sources to replace old ones like Jenny, 1941 cited and improving the scientific rigour, this study will be more useful to scientific communities.
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