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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 addresses an important and timely topic concerning the role of particulate organic matter (POM) and mineral-associated organic matter (MAOM) in understanding soil organic carbon dynamics under climate-smart soil management. The manuscript provides a useful synthesis linking soil carbon fractions with carbon persistence, management practices, monitoring, and climate-smart agriculture. Its emphasis on moving beyond total soil organic carbon toward fraction-aware assessment has potential scientific and practical value. However, the manuscript requires substantial revision to improve the transparency and reproducibility of the literature-search methodology, strengthen the distinction between POM/MAOM fractions and POC/MAOC pools, better calibrate claims regarding persistence and carbon sequestration, and provide stronger evidence-based support for the proposed management and monitoring framework.
	


PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)
	

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	14. 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
	4
	


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.
	No,  The title is generally relevant but should be made more precise. The phrase “Emerging Targets” may overstate the role of POM and MAOM because the manuscript itself recognizes that total SOC remains essential for carbon-stock accounting. I recommend replacing “Emerging Targets” with “Complementary Indicators” or an equivalent expression that better reflects the manuscript's central argument.
Suggested title:
“Beyond Total Soil Organic Carbon: Particulate and Mineral-Associated Organic Matter as Complementary Indicators for Climate-Smart Soil Management.”


	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No, The abstract should be revised to clearly identify the review type and literature-search approach, summarize the principal synthesis, and distinguish total SOC from POM/MAOM and POC/MAOC. The main contribution of the proposed fraction-aware management and monitoring framework should also be stated explicitly. Claims concerning persistence and sequestration should be expressed cautiously and supported by the evidence synthesized in the manuscript.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No, The manuscript is scientifically promising and contains a strong body of relevant literature, but several aspects require revision before it can be considered fully scientifically robust. In particular, the literature-search methodology needs greater transparency; POM/MAOM fractions should be consistently distinguished from POC/MAOC carbon pools; claims regarding persistence, stability and sequestration should be more carefully differentiated; and management recommendations should be calibrated according to the strength of available evidence. The manuscript should also provide stronger quantitative discussion of mineral carbon capacity, saturation, turnover and priming where these concepts are used to support management conclusions.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, with minor revision
The reference base is generally sufficient, relevant and reasonably current. The authors should nevertheless conduct a final literature update and verify that recent studies directly addressing POM-MAOM dynamics, persistence, mineral capacity, microbial pathways and climate-smart management are adequately represented.


	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	No
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