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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 chapter addresses a topic of great relevance for sustainable agriculture and soil conservation, by critically analyzing the scientific evidence on the impact of organic agriculture on soil health. The manuscript integrates updated information on biological, chemical and physical indicators of the soil, providing a balanced view of its benefits and limitations. In addition, it identifies knowledge gaps and future research priorities, which increases its usefulness for researchers, decision-makers and professionals in the agri- environmental sector.
	




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 paper?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5: The title is clear, precise and adequately reflects the content of the chapter.
	

	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
	5: It adequately summarizes the objectives, methodology, findings and main conclusions.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5: They are relevant and correctly represent the
central themes of the review.
	

	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
	5: The introduction provides a solid and well- structured context on the topic.
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5: The objectives are clearly defined and aligned with the scope of the study
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5: The selected literature is pertinent and directly related to the topic addressed.
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5: Includes recent and up-to-date references on
organic farming and soil health
	

	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
	5: The process of searching, selecting and evaluating the literature is clearly described
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
	5: The manuscript makes a critical and balanced
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	Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	evaluation of the available evidence.
	

	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
	5: Clearly identify knowledge limitations and future research priorities
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5: The conclusions are consistent and supported by the evidence reviewed.
	

	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
	5: The limitations of the study are explicitly recognized and discussed.
	

	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
	5: References come mainly from recognized scientific journals and reliable sources.
	

	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
	5: The chapter is written in a clear, technical and easy-to- understand manner.
	




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, specific, and adequately reflects the content, scope, and critical approach developed in the review.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The abstract adequately synthesizes the objectives, the methodology used, the main findings and the conclusions of the manuscript.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The manuscript presents a scientifically sound review, based on relevant and up-to-date literature, with a critical and balanced analysis of the available evidence.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent?

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. References are numerous, relevant, and up-to-date, including recent studies, systematic reviews, and meta-analyses published in recognized scientific journals.
	

	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 problems were identified. The chapter corresponds to a bibliographic review and adequately states the use of support tools for the linguistic edition of the manuscript.
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