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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 book chapter is important because it explains different soil analysis methods, instruments, and statistical tools in a clear and structured way. It covers both basic and advanced techniques, which can help students and researchers understand how soil studies are carried out in real situations. The chapter also connects laboratory methods with modern technologies like machine learning and remote sensing, which is useful for current research trends. Overall, it provides a strong foundation for learners and can be a helpful reference for academic and practical soil science work.
	


PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)
	

	
	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
	Rating: 5 (Excellent)

· The title clearly reflects the content of the chapter. 

· It mentions both analytical techniques and statistics, which are the main focus. 

· It is simple and informative.


	

	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
	Rating: 5 (Excellent)

· The abstract clearly explains the purpose and scope of the chapter. 

· It summarizes all major sections in a concise manner. 

· It also highlights the importance of modern tools and techniques.


	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	ating: 5 (Excellent)

· Keywords match the main topics of the chapter. 

· They help in identifying the subject area easily. 

· They are useful for indexing and searching.


	

	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
	Rating: 5 (Excellent)

· The introduction provides clear background on soil analysis. 

· The content is well structured into sections and subsections. 

· It flows logically from basic to advanced topics.


	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (Excellent)

· The objectives are clearly mentioned in the abstract and introduction. 

· The chapter aims to provide both conceptual and practical understanding. 

· The purpose is easy to understand.


	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (Excellent)

· The chapter includes relevant scientific references. 

· It covers a wide range of soil science topics. 

· The information is meaningful and well connected.


	

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (Excellent)

· Many recent references (2020–2022) are included. 

· The chapter reflects current developments in soil science. 

· It includes modern tools and approaches.


	

	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
	Rating: 3 (Satisfactory)

· The chapter uses good references but does not explain how they were selected. 

· Since it is a book chapter, this is somewhat acceptable. 

· However, a brief explanation would improve clarity.


	

	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
	Rating: 4 (Good)

· The chapter explains concepts clearly. 

· It compares different methods in some sections. 

· However, deeper critical comparison could be added.


	

	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
	Rating: 4 (Good)
· The chapter discusses modern tools and future trends like machine learning. 

· It hints at future developments in soil research. 

· More explicit research gaps could be highlighted.


	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (Excellent)
· The conclusion summarizes all key points effectively. 

· It connects methods, tools, and applications clearly. 

· It reflects the content of the chapter well.


	

	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
	Rating: 3 (Satisfactory)
· Limitations are not clearly discussed. 

· The chapter focuses more on strengths and applications. 

· Mentioning limitations would improve completeness.


	

	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
	Rating: 5 (Excellent)
· References are from reliable and peer-reviewed sources. 

· Many standard books and journals are cited. 

· Overall, the reference quality is very good. 




	

	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
	Rating: 5 (Excellent)
· The language is clear and easy to follow. 

· Technical terms are explained properly. 

· The writing is suitable for academic readers.


	


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 matches the content of the chapter.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
The abstract gives a complete overview of the chapter.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
The chapter is scientifically accurate and based on established methods.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
The references are both sufficient and up to date.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	NO
There are no ethical concerns as this is a theoretical and review-based chapter.
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