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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance
	This manuscript addresses digital soil mapping (DSM) in a
	

	of this manuscript for the scientific community. A
	walnut-based ecosystem, which is relevant for precision
	

	minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.
	agriculture and site-specific nutrient management. The use
	

	
	of geo-referenced sampling provides a potentially useful
	

	
	dataset for understanding spatial variability in temperate
	

	
	agroecosystems.	However,	the	scientific	contribution
	

	
	remains	largely	incremental.	The	study	relies	on
	

	
	Conventional geostatistical approaches without
	

	
	methodological advancement or integration of  modern
	

	
	predictive (machine learning), and broader impact within the current DSM research landscape.
	

	
	
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
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	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

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

	Is the title of the article suitable?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The title is clear and aligned with the study scope, but it is too generic and does not reflect any methodological. It would benefit from incorporating specific techniques or key findings
.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO. The abstract lacks a clearly articulated research gap, methodological detail (especially model validation), and key analytical insights. It should explicitly include the
quantitative evaluation of the spatial model.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	PARTIALLY. While the laboratory procedures are standard, the geostatistical component is incomplete, particularly due to the absence of variogram modeling
details and model validation. This weakens the scientific robustness of the spatial analysis.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent?
(YES or NO)
If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The references are generally adequate and include recent studies, but they lack strong representation of modern DSM approaches such as machine learning-based methods. Including these would strengthen the scientific positioning.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)
(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	NO. No ethical concerns are identified in the study.
	




PART 3

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):

	
	Author’s Feedback

	The manuscript is based on a potentially valuable dataset but lacks essential geostatistical rigor and validation. Without these components, the reliability of the spatial outputs is questionable.
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