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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 of relevance to the scientific community because it offers a region-specific quantification of the soil organic carbon sequestration potential in a semi-arid cotton-based agricultural system, an area that is an underrepresented area in existing literature. Its integration of field-based biomass measurements, satellite-derived NDVI measurements, and FAO GSOC measurements, illustrate a multi-method approach that empowers carbon accounting in the landscape scale. The paper also points out how the inclusion of crop residues can help in both climate change mitigation and soil health remediation, providing evidence of practical application in real farming systems in the Deccan plateau of India. Also, its district-scale extrapolation and policy-relevant framing are valuable contributions to climate-smart agriculture and new agricultural carbon market discourses.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
The title is clear and clearly reflects the focus on cotton residue-based carbon sequestration in Adilabad. It gives a good sense of the study area and topic. However, it could be slightly more specific about the methods or broader climate context to make it even stronger.

	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The abstract is comprehensive and clearly summarizes the study’s purpose, methods, key findings, and conclusions. It effectively presents the data sources, analytical approach, and main results, including carbon sequestration estimates at both field and district scales. The inclusion of specific values strengthens clarity and scientific credibility. Overall, it provides a well-structured and complete snapshot of the study.

	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
These keywords are appropriate, relevant and well related to the focus of the study. They do a good job of capturing the core themes of carbon sequestration, soil organic carbon, NDVI, and climate-smart agriculture, as well as the specific study region (Adilabad, Telangana). On the whole, these can be used to index and enhance the discoverability of the manuscript in scientific databases.
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The background section is well organized and gives good background on climate change, soil carbon sequestration and the applicability of cotton systems in semi-arid regions. It does a good job of connecting world literature to the locality of Telangana, effectively defining the gap in the research. The movement between the world ideas to the district-oriented justification is rational and simple to follow, which is why the section is both adequate and well structured.
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
The research purpose is well implied- the aim is to evaluate the carbon sequestration potential of cotton crop residue incorporation in Adilabad using field data, NDVI, and soil carbon data. It is however not clearly mentioned as a separate objectives or hypotheses coverage. It would be better to present the objectives in a better way as a bullet or numbered list to increase the level of clarity and enhance the structure of the paper.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The topics of the literature review are quite relevant and well aligned with the focus of the study on soil carbon sequestraction and climate-smart agriculture. It relies on an adequate balance of both old and new research (e.g., Lal, IPCC; including 20212025 sources, etc.), which helps to keep the discussion up-to-date. It is timely and scientifically based as well because it effectively links knowledge of carbon sequestration in the world with region-specific challenges in the cotton system.
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
The methodology is broadly suitable and well intended to the objectives of the research, incorporating measurements of field biomass, satellite-based NDVI measurements, and FAO soil carbon data. This multi-source methodology helps in reinforcing the overall evaluation of carbon sequestration potential. Nevertheless, certain methodological assumptions (particularly, the simplified relationship between NDVI and biomass and carbon estimation steps) should be more clearly justified and refined to enhance the scientific rigor.
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: N/A = Not Applicable
The study is based on field measurements, remote sensing data, and secondary datasets, and does not involve human or animal subjects requiring formal ethical clearance. Therefore, no specific ethical issues are applicable to the scope of this research.

	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
The results are clearly presented with a logical flow from field biomass estimates to NDVI-based analysis and district-level carbon sequestration potential. Tables are well used to summarise key findings and make the data easy to follow. However, some sections could be slightly clearer in separating biomass production results from soil carbon sequestration estimates to avoid minor confusion.

	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


	Rating: 4 = Good
The tables are clear, relevant, and effectively support the findings by summarizing biomass measurements, NDVI-based estimates, and sequestration rates. They make the data easier to interpret and strengthen the overall presentation of results. However, the manuscript would benefit from improved consistency in units and slightly better labelling to enhance clarity further.

	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
The discussion effectively connects the findings with existing literature on soil organic carbon sequestration, residue management, and conservation agriculture. It appropriately references key studies to support interpretations and situates the results within broader scientific understanding. However, in some places the linkage could be made more explicit, especially when explaining differences between this study and previous work.

	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
The conclusions are generally well supported by the data presented, particularly the estimates of carbon sequestration potential derived from field measurements, NDVI analysis, and district-level extrapolation. The key findings are consistent with the results and logically drawn from the analysis. However, a few high-level statements on climate and policy impact could be slightly tempered or more tightly linked to quantified results to improve precision.

	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 2 = Needs Improvement
The manuscript does not clearly or explicitly discuss the limitations of the study. While there are some indirect hints (such as NDVI assumptions, uniform sequestration rates, and scaling uncertainties), these are not formally acknowledged as study limitations. A dedicated section outlining methodological, data, and scaling constraints would strengthen the scientific transparency and credibility of the work.

	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
The references are relevant, well-selected, and appropriately support the key themes of the study, including soil carbon sequestration, residue management, and climate-smart agriculture. They include both foundational and recent studies, which strengthens the scientific grounding of the manuscript. However, the total number of references is relatively limited for a study combining field data, remote sensing, and carbon accounting, so a slightly broader coverage of recent and region-specific literature would further enhance depth.

	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
The manuscript is generally clear, well-structured, and easy to understand, with good flow between sections. Technical terms are used appropriately for a scientific audience, and the results are mostly communicated in a straightforward way. However, a few sentences are quite dense and could be simplified for better readability, especially in the methodology and carbon estimation sections.

	



PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	Yes, the title is suitable as it clearly reflects the study focus on carbon sequestration through cotton residue incorporation in Adilabad district.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	Yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	No
Suggestion for improvement:
Some methodological linkages need clearer scientific justification, especially the simplified NDVI–biomass relationship and the way carbon stock and sequestration rates are combined. The carbon accounting framework should be made more explicit and internally consistent, with clearer separation between biomass production, SOC sequestration rate, and carbon stock estimation.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	No
Suggestion for improvement:
While the references are relevant, they are somewhat limited in number and could be strengthened by including more recent (last 3–5 years) studies, particularly on remote sensing-based biomass estimation, soil carbon modeling in cotton systems, and India-specific SOC sequestration research.

	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	No
There are no significant ethical issues in this manuscript. 

	



PART 3

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	The article contains a useful and policy-relevant evaluation of the potential of cotton-based system to sequester carbon using an integrated approach (field measurements, NDVI, and FAO GSOC data). It is especially robust in its practical applicability, district level generalization, and practical policy suggestions to manage the residue and carbon markets. Nevertheless, it has a couple of scientific clarifications to be made before publication. The operationalizations of the connection between NDVI and biomass and consequential carbon estimation need further justification and conceptualization distinction between biomass production, carbon stock, and sequestration rates. Another aspect that the manuscript could use is a clear recognition of limitations, particularly with references to model assumptions, scaling uncertainties, and uniform sequestration coefficients. In general, the research has great potential and makes a valid contribution towards climate-smart agriculture and soil carbon research, although minor methodological improvements would considerably enhance the scientific strength and validity of the study.

The manuscript is strong, well-structured, and highly relevant to climate-smart agriculture and soil carbon sequestration research. It makes a valuable contribution through its integrated use of field data, remote sensing, and soil carbon databases, and its district-level policy implications are particularly noteworthy.
However, minor methodological clarifications are needed, especially regarding NDVI–biomass conversion assumptions, carbon accounting consistency, and clearer separation of biomass production versus soil carbon sequestration processes. Addressing these issues, along with explicitly stating limitations, would significantly strengthen the scientific rigor.
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