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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.


	This manuscript is very important for the scientific community, helping readers understand the gap between policies and implementation regarding SOC. In general, it helps the readers to learn about the fluxes of SOC with warming temperatures and the importance of soils as carbon sinks. It also explains the ways in which soils sequester carbon into different strata. Furthermore, it offers an important and timely critique of the policy landscape, cautioning against overreliance on soil carbon sequestration as a climate solution, while highlighting essential research and governance priorities. This work is very critical to guide researcher in climate science and inform robust, scientifically sound climate policy.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the tittle “Feedbacks between Soil Organic Carbon and Global Warming: Evidence, Mechanisms, and Policy Gaps” is well suitable. It represents the manuscript comprehensive structure. 
	

	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.


	Abstract sounds good. But It could be better to put some part of your findings in abstract that helps to give direction of your review paper towards methodology and then conclusion. More importantly the policy gaps.
Like for addition at the end:

".We conclude that ….”
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	According to the provided abstract and conclusion, the manuscript looks accurate. The argue regarding the SOC, the limitations of the accurate policy and  model, the context-dependent nature of SOC storage in different strata, and the responses generated by permafrost melt in losses of SOC are well supported by current scientific literature.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, this manuscript have sufficient references and are from recent works.
	

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


	Yes, the writing is clear, concise, and formal, fully meeting the standards for scholarly communication in an international journal.
	

	Optional/General comments


	It is better to adding some tables summarizing key knowledge gaps, and findings if possible.
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