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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.

	This manuscript addresses a highly relevant topic, as soil health is a key component of sustainable horticultural production systems worldwide. The review compiles a broad range of information on soil indicators, management practices, and policy frameworks, which can be useful for researchers, practitioners, and policymakers. The integration of biological, chemical, and physical aspects of soil health is particularly valuable.
However, despite its relevance, the manuscript requires substantial improvements in terms of language quality, scientific rigor, and critical synthesis to fully meet publication standards.
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Publication)

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
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
	2
	

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

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

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

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

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	14. 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
	2
	





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.
	The title is appropriate and reflects the scope of the manuscript. However, there is a formatting issue (missing space before the subtitle), which should be corrected.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The abstract covers the main aspects of the manuscript; however, it requires significant revision in terms of English language, clarity, and structure. There are grammatical errors, inconsistent sentence construction, and the use of non-standard expressions (e.g., “stipulated global demand”, “nutrient exodus”). A thorough language revision is strongly recommended.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The manuscript is generally based on relevant scientific literature and presents correct concepts. However, it lacks critical analysis and often reads as a descriptive compilation of information rather than a critical review. The authors should strengthen the discussion by comparing findings, identifying contradictions in the literature, and clearly highlighting knowledge gaps.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	The references are generally recent and relevant. However, some citations appear inconsistent or insufficiently integrated into the discussion. The authors should ensure proper citation formatting and strengthen the connection between cited studies and the arguments presented in the text.
	

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

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

	No
	






PART 3. 

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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
While the manuscript addresses an important topic and compiles a substantial amount of information, several major issues need to be addressed:
1) The manuscript contains numerous grammatical errors, unclear sentences, and awkward phrasing throughout the text. This significantly affects readability and scientific clarity. A thorough revision by a fluent English speaker or professional editing service is recommended.
2) The authors state that they synthesized information from over 50 peer-reviewed publications, but they do not present a data collection methodology. How was the research conducted? What keywords were used for the search? What databases were used?
3) The text is largely descriptive, summarizing studies without deeper comparison, synthesis, or critical discussion. The authors should better integrate the literature and highlight trends, inconsistencies, and research gaps.
4) Although presented as a “global perspective,” the manuscript is heavily centered on India. The authors should either balance the global coverage or adjust the title accordingly.
5) No figure citations were identified in the main text. If figures are included, they should be properly referenced and integrated into the discussion.
Some terms are incorrectly used or not standard in the literature (e.g., “nutrient exodus”), and should be revised.

See Attachment
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