Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Journal of Scientific Research and Reports 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_JSRR_137312

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Assessing the Role of Regenerative Practices in Enhancing Soil Carbon Sequestration in Farmlands – A Review

	Type of the Article
	Review Article


	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
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	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.


	
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	
	

	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.


	
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
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	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript focuses on the role of regenerative practices in enhancing soil carbon sequestration, which is a highly relevant and globally significant topic. The research question is well framed, the structure is logical, the content is rich, and the academic quality is commendable. However, there are several aspects that require further improvement:

1. Could the manuscript incorporate more quantitative comparisons?

(1) In Section V. Quantitative Evidence from Field Studies and Meta-Analyses, particularly under A. Global and regional estimates, the authors mention differences in the effects of regenerative practices across regions or countries. However, the discussion would be more convincing if supported by quantitative comparative analysis. What are the magnitude and direction of these differences?

(2) In C. Comparative SOC buildup under different regenerative methods, rather than briefly describing findings from one or two studies, the authors should consider identifying which methods tend to overestimate or underestimate SOC gains, ideally supported by meta-analytic or comparative data.

2. In Section VI. Co-benefits of Soil Carbon Sequestration through Regenerative Practices, the authors highlight many benefits of regenerative practices. However, it would be helpful to acknowledge and discuss potential drawbacks as well. For instance, are there trade-offs in terms of productivity or economic costs? A more balanced and dialectical perspective would enhance the rigor and objectivity of the discussion.

3. While the use of subheadings improves the logical structure of the manuscript, the inclusion of more visual elements (e.g., diagrams, data comparisons) would significantly improve readability and engagement. For example, in Section II. Soil Carbon Sequestration: Fundamentals and Mechanisms, how exactly do regenerative practices interact with soil carbon processes? A conceptual figure illustrating these interactions would be highly beneficial.
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