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	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	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 an important environmental issue concerning soil degradation in industrial regions. Soil organic carbon and microbial diversity are critical indicators of soil health and ecosystem sustainability. The study provides valuable regional data from Kerala, India, where information on industrial impacts on terrestrial soils is relatively limited. The comparison with adjacent agricultural land adds practical relevance, particularly for environmental monitoring, pollution control planning, and sustainable land management strategies.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally suitable and reflects the core findings of the study. However, it may be slightly long and can be improved for clarity.

Suggested alternative title:

“Impact of Industrial Activities on Soil Organic Carbon and Microbial Diversity in Kayamkulam, Kerala”
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract is well structured and summarizes the methodology, key findings, and conclusion. However, the following improvements are suggested:

· Clarify the microbial diversity unit (currently written as “130–200 × 10 cfu/ml,” which appears incomplete; likely ×10³ or ×10⁴ cfu/ml).

· Briefly mention the statistical methods (ANOVA, correlation, regression) to strengthen methodological transparency.

· The phrase “providing protection” could be simplified to “serving as a reference/control.”

Overall, the abstract is comprehensive but requires minor technical corrections.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound in general design and analysis. The sampling strategy, use of standard analytical methods, ANOVA, correlation, and regression analyses are appropriate for the study objectives.

However, the following scientific clarifications are required:

· The microbial diversity unit needs correction and proper formatting.

· The EC unit (S/m) appears high compared to typical soil EC units (dS/m); clarification is required.

· The regression model includes microbial diversity (MD) as a predictor of organic carbon, while OC is also a driver of MD. 

· This may introduce conceptual circularity and should be justified.

· Seasonal variation (December–May) should be discussed as a possible influencing factor.

These issues require revision but do not invalidate the scientific integrity of the study.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally adequate and include both classical and recent literature (including 2024–2025 citations). However:

· Some references (e.g., Lal 2025 extension publication) should be replaced with peer-reviewed journal articles.

· More recent international studies on industrial soil contamination and microbial community shifts (using molecular approaches) could strengthen the discussion.

· Ensure all references are properly formatted and journal names standardized.

· Overall, references are sufficient but can be slightly improved.


	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The language is understandable and generally appropriate for scholarly publication. However:

· Minor grammatical errors and typographical issues are present.

· Some sentences are repetitive or lengthy.

· Units and formatting (e.g., “wasteburning,” spacing issues, superscripts) require correction.

A thorough English language editing is recommended before acceptance.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· Figures should be renumbered properly (Figure 1 appears twice: location map and organic carbon).

· Clarify whether microbial diversity refers to total viable bacterial count only.

· Provide justification for selection of 0–15 cm depth.

· Discuss potential heavy metal contamination if industrial influence is suspected.

· Improve consistency in statistical notation (P<0.05 vs P < 0.05).
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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


	


Reviewer details:

Pradyumna Prataprao Deshmukh, Dr. Balasaheb Sawant Konkan Krishi Vidyapeet, India
Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)

