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

	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.


	This manuscript is important for the scientific community because it provides an integrated, region-wide synthesis of soil organic carbon dynamics in mainland Southeast Asia by linking scientific evidence, policy frameworks, and stakeholder perceptions. By highlighting lack of compatibility between global soil carbon datasets and national-level data, the study draws attention to critical methodological gaps that directly affect carbon accounting, and climate mitigation strategies. The inclusion of scientists’ perceptions and national roadmaps adds a unique socio-scientific dimension that is rarely addressed in conventional review papers on soil carbon. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is partially suitable, as it reflects the broad scope of the manuscript and its emphasis on soil carbon. But it is overly long and conceptually abstract, particularly the phrase “aligning mainstream and scientific knowledge,” which may be unclear to readers at first glance. 
Alternative titles might be: “Soil Organic Carbon in Mainland Southeast Asia: Threats, Strategies, and Research Priorities for Sustainable Land Management” or “Threats to Soil Organic Carbon and Opportunities for Carbon Sequestration in Mainland Southeast Asia”
	

	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.


	The abstract is generally comprehensive and clearly communicates the importance of soil organic carbon in Southeast Asia. However, some minor improvements are recommended. The abstract would benefit from a clearer distinction between the main methodological components of the study, such as the literature-based review, the comparison of global and national soil carbon datasets, and the survey of regional scientists. In addition, the emphasis on the establishment of an International Research Consortium could be slightly reduced and focused more as a future implication rather than a central outcome of the study. The abstract could be strengthened by briefly highlighting one or two major findings, such as the identified gaps between FAO global maps and national datasets or the major threats to soil organic carbon recognized by scientists in the region.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and largely correct in its concepts. I recommend integrating a PRISMA flow diagram to clearly summarize the literature identification, screening, and inclusion process. The Materials and Methods section should be revised to briefly describe the search strategy, data exclusion and extraction criteria, and the quality appraisal process for included studies. Additionally, the authors should state the justification for including grey literature, such as, thesis reports, or conference proceedings, to ensure transparency and reduce publication bias. These revisions will enhance clarity, reproducibility, and the overall rigor of the review.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript's reference list is currently sufficient and appropriately recent. To further enrich the interdisciplinary argument, the integration of a few highly targeted, recent references is recommended. Firstly, the suggested 2025 paper by Ikram & Moni on the dual climate and plant health benefits of carbon sequestration would be most impactful if cited in Section 3.3 (Scientific evidence and perceptions). Secondly, to add critical depth to the policy and feasibility discussions in Sections 3.2 and 4.3, incorporating Amundson & Biardeau's (2023) critical perspective on soil carbon as a mitigation tool would offer a valuable counterpoint. For the technical discussion on data gaps and MRV in Section 4.3, a reference like Vågen et al. (2022) on digital soil mapping would underscore the methodologies needed to address spatial data limitations. These additions would not compromise the list's current adequacy but would significantly boost the manuscript's analytical depth, interdisciplinary reach, and engagement with the latest publications in soil carbon science and policy.
	

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


	The language and English quality are convincing and suitable for scholarly communication. However, minor improvements could further enhance clarity and readability, such as splitting a few overly long sentences, ensuring consistent definition of acronyms (e.g., BCG), and correcting small typographical errors (e.g., "unstainable" to "unsustainable"). Additionally, the methodology and results would benefit from more detailed description to ensure reproducibility, and the discussion should better connect the findings to existing literature. With these revisions, the manuscript would be highly suitable for publication in the Asian Soil Research Journal.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This manuscript provides a strong analysis of soil organic carbon in Southeast Asia. Its mixed-methods approach and the proposed International Research Consortium are significant strengths. The paper is suitable for publication after thorough revision to: 1) more briefly develop the "mainstream vs. scientific knowledge" theme, 2) clarify methodological details , 3) better synthesize results across sections, and 4) add a concise "Conclusions" section to reinforce the call for collaborative action, 4) Include some relevant references of Carbon Sequestration from recently published peer-reviewed articles. These refinements will enhance clarity, depth, and impact, making a valuable contribution to the field.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
The manuscript appears ethically sound with a declared conflict of interest and transparent methods. For best practice, a brief statement should be added to Section 2.4 confirming that survey participation was voluntary, based on informed consent, and that responses were anonymized. The discussion of sensitive socio-political topics is appropriately referenced and analytical. No major ethical issues are present.
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