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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 locally important need: a village-scale soil resource inventory for a topographically complex and erosion-prone part of Wayanad. Integrating field observations, laboratory measurements, remote-sensing interpretation and GIS can support land-use planning, watershed treatment and site-specific soil management. The mapped dominance of acidic, very deep soils on steep terrain is potentially useful for planners and extension personnel. However, the scientific value and reproducibility of the inventory are currently limited by insufficient survey-design details, absent profile/mapping-unit descriptions, no independent map-accuracy assessment, and several internal inconsistencies; substantial revision is therefore required before the database can be relied upon by the scientific community.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	3 – Satisfactory. The subject is identifiable, but the title is grammatically incomplete. Suggested title: “Spatial Distribution and Properties of Soil Series in the West Coast Plains and Hills Zone of Kerala, India.”
	

	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 – Needs improvement. It reports many numerical findings, but does not state the survey period, number/density of observations, sampling design, soil-classification system, map-validation procedure or uncertainty. “Hillside slopes (74.11%)” appears to confuse the moderate-erosion percentage with a slope class, and the land-use percentages are not substantiated in the main text.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 – Needs improvement. “Digital Soil Mapping” overstates the method because no predictive model, covariate framework or validation is reported. Use terms such as detailed soil survey, soil series, land capability, GIS, remote sensing, Wayanad.
	

	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 – Satisfactory. The general relevance is explained, but the introduction is partly generic and contains statements not aligned with the actual inventory study. It should identify the local knowledge gap and avoid presenting the paper as a broad review of technological advancements.
	

	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 – Needs improvement. The specific scientific objectives and expected outputs are not clearly enumerated. State explicit objectives for series delineation, characterization, mapping-unit development, chemical evaluation and land-capability assessment.
	

	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 – Satisfactory. Core soil-mapping references are relevant, but the review needs more recent and region-specific work on conventional/digital soil mapping, map accuracy, uncertainty, tropical hill-soil classification and Indian land-capability criteria.
	

	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
	1 – Poor. Essential information is missing: survey dates; total geographical area; imagery acquisition date and preprocessing; DEM/topographic source; GIS software; profile, pit and auger numbers and spatial density; sampling depths/horizons and replication; laboratory quality control; full morphological and particle-size data; taxonomic criteria; soil-series establishment/correlation; mapping-unit codes; slope/erosion/LCC criteria; area computation; and independent accuracy validation. The study cannot presently be reproduced or critically verified.
	

	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 – This is a soil survey without human or animal subjects. Permissions/data ownership for field access and imagery should nevertheless be stated where required.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 – Needs improvement. Results are mainly area percentages and a single chemical table. Pedon morphology, horizon-wise analytical data, texture/mineralogy or diagnostic horizons, taxonomic classification, mapping-unit composition and variability are not presented. Several numerical and naming inconsistencies require correction.
	

	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


	2 – Needs improvement. The maps are relevant but legends/codes are difficult to read, resolution is low, symbology is inconsistent, and essential metadata are missing (projection/CRS, data sources, north arrow/scale consistency, class definitions). Figure 3 mapping-unit codes are not decoded in a table. Table 1 contains “Kottappadi,” although the manuscript identifies five series and does not list Kottappadi; this must be reconciled.
	

	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 – Needs improvement. The discussion largely repeats results and adds broad citations. It should explain pedogenic and terrain controls, compare each series with regional studies, discuss management implications cautiously, and distinguish conventional visual soil survey from validated digital soil mapping.
	

	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 – Satisfactory. Most conclusions reflect the reported data, but statements implying strong potential for “intensive plantation practices” are not adequately supported in a landscape dominated by steep/very steep slopes and moderate erosion. Capability Class VI should not be described as having “minor limitations.”
	

	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
	4 – Good. A limitations section is present and appropriately acknowledges missing observation counts, accuracy validation and uncertainty; however, these are central methodological omissions that should be corrected, not merely listed as limitations.
	

	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 – Satisfactory. References are generally relevant, but more current soil-survey standards and regional studies are needed. Citation and reference formatting must be standardized and all in-text references cross-checked.
	

	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
	1 – Poor. Extensive grammatical, typographical and syntactic errors impede clarity (e.g., “aoil,” “carbin,” “whit,” sentence fragments, duplicated sentences and inconsistent capitalization). The entire manuscript requires professional scientific-language editing after technical revision.
	




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.

	NO. The topic is suitable, but the wording should be corrected to: “Spatial Distribution and Properties of Soil Series in the West Coast Plains and Hills Zone of Kerala, India.”
	

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

	Add the survey period, observation/sample numbers and density, soil-classification framework, main mapping/validation procedure and study limitations. Correct the apparent confusion between the 74.11% moderate-erosion area and “hillside slopes,” and report only land-use percentages that are documented in the results.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	 The inventory may be scientifically useful, but major deficiencies prevent verification and reproducibility. The authors should: (1) report the complete field-sampling design and observation intensity; (2) provide representative pedon descriptions and horizon-wise physical/chemical data; (3) state the soil taxonomic system, diagnostic criteria and series-correlation procedure; (4) define all 13 mapping units and their inclusions; (5) document imagery/DEM dates, preprocessing, GIS workflow, projection and area calculation; (6) explain slope, erosion and land-capability classification criteria; (7) perform and report independent map-accuracy assessment or clearly reframe the output as a reconnaissance/resource inventory; and (8) resolve internal inconsistencies. In particular, the paper claims five series (Padivayal, Nedumbala, Kottanad, Madakkimala and Muttil), whereas Table 1 includes Kottappadi; the abstract’s slope statement appears incorrect; and “Class VI with minor limitations” contradicts standard land-capability interpretation. Claims of suitability for intensive plantations must be moderated and linked to conservation requirements.
	

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

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

	NO. Add recent authoritative sources on soil survey standards, soil taxonomy/World Reference Base as applicable, digital soil mapping validation and uncertainty, and soil-landscape studies from the Western Ghats/Kerala. Standardize the reference style, verify DOIs and ensure that each in-text citation appears in the reference list and vice versa.
	

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

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

	NO. No ethics issue is apparent. However, the manuscript should clarify institutional authorization/field access, imagery/data licensing and whether the National Soil Mapping Programme permits publication of the underlying spatial data. 
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Ismail Fatih ORMANCI., Van Directorate of Agricultural Research Institute, Turkey
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