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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

Please refer to the commented manuscript for detailed comments.

Introduction

Should be restructured. In several paragraphs it is mentioned and repeated that local
knowledge is gathered by the farmers experience with their soils, this should be put linked
and combined all in one paragraph.

Methodology
Explain why used dataset or methods are useful/necessary for answering the objectives.
The title of the manuscript is “GIS-analysis” but there is no information on the performed
GlS-analysis.

Results & Discussion

| think your manuscript would improve a lot, if you would include basic soil descriptions for
the local soil names (either in the methods or results par).

The expert approach part does not present any results, only methods.

Please add the expert soil suitability map, otherwise objective 3 cannot be answered

properly.

The discussion is missing. | do not think the objectives are discussed neither are the used
methods or problems that occurred.

Conclusion
New results are presented in the Conclusion.
Make sure to link the objectives of the study to the results.

Improve and add Figures

Fig. 1: add scale, increase font size for District names, name study area

Fig. 4: add soil names, the Figure is supposed to show delineated soil boundaries by the
farmers but there is not a single soil unit named. In this way the figure does not have any
value. Should Fig. 4 represent the farmers’ soil suitability map? If so, the preferred crops
remain unclear.

Add farmers and expert soil suitability maps (for cocoa, citrus and oil palm) for a visual
comparison of both results

Improve Table captions
Table 1 & 2: From my point of view cocoa, oil palm and citrus, and rice are all food crops.
Therefore it is unclear what is meant by the column heading “food crops”.

Table 3: make clear if 1 or 3 is the best value for suitability

Minor REVISION comments

A few typos (mainly regarding case sensitivity) and double spaces
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Optional/General comments

The objectives of the article are clearly formulated although they are not novel but they are
not answered in the manuscript. The manuscript lacks structure (methods are presented in
the results, results in the conclusion) and literature, especially regarding other studies on
local soil/crop knowledge.
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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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