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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.


	The manuscript provides a very timely and a comprehensive synthesis of soil-based carbon farming strategies across the croplands and grazing systems. It also brings together biophysical evidence on soil organic carbon (SOC) dynamics, the trade-offs with non-CO₂ greenhouse gases, recent advances in the MRV, and a critical socio-economic and equity considerations. If we talk about the review, so the review is valuable for researchers, policy-makers, and practitioners focused on nature-based solutions, climate-smart agriculture, and the integrity of carbon markets. And by highlighting both potential benefits and major limitations (e.g., reversibility, measurement uncertainty, and equity risks), this paper helps frame carbon farming realistically within broader decarbonization and the rural-development pathways.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes
	

	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.


	It is Ok.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript, overall, is scientifically sound and draws on an up-to-date and relevant body of the literature. The arguments are logical and supported by citations. This review correctly emphasises that SOC gains are context-dependent, reversible, and sensitive to the GHG trade-offs. Two items would need strengthening for scientific rigor: The (1) clarify the literature search or selection method (databases, years, selection criteria) since this is a review; and also the (2) increase explanation of SOC pool dynamics (labile vs. mineral-associated carbon) while discussing permanence and reversibility.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are broad and include many key sources. Several recent and high-relevance works (2021-2025) are cited, which is also appropriate. However, the manuscript contains a very few placeholder citation markers (e.g., “Nature + 1”, “PubMed + 2”) and inconsistent formatting that must be corrected. recommend ensuring these all DOIs are present and the citation style is consistent. Consider adding more empirical long-term studies on SOC dynamics and MRV case studies from a low- and middle-income countries to balance the temperate-region bias.
	

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


	Yes
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. The equity section is an important strength, you should consider adding short, concrete policy recommendations (e.g., pooled risk instruments, farmer cooperatives, public MRV support) to make that section even actionable.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No ethical issue found
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