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	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors write their 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.


	I think this is an extremely important manuscript for both the scientific community and policymakers. Scientifically, it provides an urgently needed evidence-based corrective to the ongoing hype about regenerative agriculture as a “silver bullet” solution to climate change. By rigorously synthesising data on SOC saturation and reversibility and the often neglected trade-offs with N2O emissions, this paper closes an important gap between agronomic reality and carbon market design. On the policy side, its emphasis on the integrity of MRV systems is especially timely in view of the exponential growth of corporate net-zero strategies based on soil carbon credits.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not, please suggest an alternative title.)


	Yes. The title is appropriate as it captures both the key management systems under review (Regenerative/Conservation Agriculture) and the biophysical outcomes specifically investigated (Soil Carbon Gains and Emission Reductions).
	

	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.


	Yes. The abstract is comprehensive and well-organised. It presents a succinct statement of the context, the specific management practices that were reviewed (tillage, cover crops, etc. ), the biophysical results, and the socioeconomic considerations.

Suggestion: None. No additions or deletions are needed, as the abstract nicely captures the important nuance of the paper, i.e., the distinction between SOC gains and net GHG balances.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? Please write here.
	Yes. The manuscript is scientifically correct and robust.

It clearly differentiates between carbon sequestration (net removal) and carbon redistribution.
It accurately captures the complex interplay between Carbon and Nitrogen cycles, i.e., that N2O emissions can offset the climate benefits of SOC storage.
The heavy reliance on global meta-analyses (e.g., Sun et al. 2020, Jian et al. 2020) rather than on individual field trials makes the conclusions all the more robust.

The discussion of “saturation” and “permanence” is consistent with established knowledge in soil physics and chemistry.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions for additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient and impressively recent.

There are a large number of references from 2023, 2024, and even 2025 (e.g., Manzeke-Kangara et al. 2025, Congreves et al. 2025, He et al. 2025), which suggests that the authors have integrated the very latest research and debate about soil health and carbon markets.

I have no suggestions for additional references, as the current bibliography is comprehensive and includes all the relevant seminal work (Paustian, Powlson, Lal).
	

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


	The language and English quality are excellent and entirely appropriate for scholarly communication. The writing is clear, concise, and uses appropriate technical terms without being overly dense. The logical flow between sections makes complex subject matter accessible.
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