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PART  1: Review Comments 
 
 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and 

highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write 
his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

The authors aimed to characterize and classify soils using remote sensing and GIS 
techniques, but do not present the parameters of these techniques (remote sensing and 
GIS techniques); do not present the methodology used to make the characterization and 
classification of the soils of the basin through the tools mentioned. 

 
Various chemical, physical and physico-chemical data are presented, on the other hand 
these data are widely discussed world-wide, evidencing that the work, in this format, does 
not offer any scientific novelty. 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

The title suggests that the authors will use geostatistical techniques, based on the theory of 
regionalized variables, using semivariogram and all the geostatistical basis, but this is not 
the case. 
 
Bibliographical references, for the most part, are outdated, which may have led the authors 
along the path they followed. 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

In this sense, I recommend that the authors evaluate the objectives of the work in 
consonance with the title, the hypotheses, justifications and mainly the methodology. 

 

 
PART  2:  
 
 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and 

highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write 
his/her feedback here) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details) 
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