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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 of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may 
be required for this part.
	The manuscript addresses an important topic related to spatial variability of soil physico-chemical properties and GIS-based assessment of soil fertility under different land use systems in Pilibhit district. The study has practical significance for sustainable soil fertility management, precision agriculture, and site-specific nutrient recommendations in the Indo-Gangetic alluvial region. Collection of 200 geo-referenced soil samples and integration of GIS techniques provide a useful regional database for soil resource evaluation. The findings regarding nitrogen and zinc deficiencies may support future nutrient management strategies and agricultural planning in the study area. However, the manuscript requires substantial improvement in methodological clarity, statistical analysis, GIS interpretation, formatting consistency, and scientific discussion.
	




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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	




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
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	YES
However, the abstract may be improved further by briefly mentioning the GIS interpolation approach and key implications of the findings for site-specific nutrient management.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	NO
The manuscript contains useful baseline information; however, several scientific and methodological issues need improvement before publication consideration:
1. The GIS methodology is inadequately described. Important details such as interpolation technique (IDW/kriging), spatial resolution, coordinate system, classification accuracy, and satellite imagery source are missing. 
2. The statistical analysis is limited mainly to descriptive statistics (mean, CV, range). No correlation analysis, ANOVA, geostatistical validation, or spatial statistical analysis was presented despite the focus on “spatial variability.” 
3. Several equations and symbols are improperly formatted and require correction. 
4. Section numbering is inconsistent throughout the manuscript (e.g., transition from Section 2 to 3.1.1 within Materials and Methods). 
5. The discussion section is largely descriptive and repetitive. Greater mechanistic interpretation and stronger linkage with soil processes and land-use effects are needed. 
6. GIS-based thematic maps referred to in the manuscript should be clearly presented with legends, scales, interpolation details, and interpretation. 
7. The study limitations are not discussed. 
8. Several references appear inconsistently formatted, and some recent citations require careful verification for authenticity and relevance. 

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	YES
However, the reference section requires careful formatting revision. DOI styles, journal formats, capitalization, and citation consistency should be standardized according to journal guidelines. Some references from 2025–2026 should also be carefully verified for authenticity and accessibility.

	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	NO
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