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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.
	The subject of review is an important issue regarding soil fertility management in soils of the varied ecosystem in India and the World. Climatic aberration is one of the important factors that altered fertility status due to land degradations and extensive use of soils for agriculture and allied purposes.  Dependence of organic carbon to assess soil fertility may be an erroneous proposition ignoring inorganic carbon as one of the carbon pools for soil fertility management. The source of Calcium cannot be limited to organic source but needs exploration of inorganic source for calcium dependent soil fertility in soil. This way the review would enable the future researchers to account for the inorganic carbon pools for further studies on soil fertility and address reduced productivity and climate induced losses. 
	


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
	4
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

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

	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
	3
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

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

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 

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

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

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

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 

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

	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
	3
	

	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.
	Yes
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes only remove the name of the country such as china from the abstract
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	yes
1. Present objectives using bullets or numbers 

2. Write as “four objectives are as follows:” 

3. Use a flow chart that can represent the methodology for reviews 

4. “The evidence base combines global geo-statistical syntheses, long-term factorial field experiments, chronosequence and space-for-time comparisons, isotopic provenance studies, column and mesocosm experiments, and methodological and policy analyses” should be supported by enough references to justify the exercises done by the authors

5. In review design and rationale subtopic (section 2.1), enough references were not included in the text. Please justify the rationale behind it. If it is unreasonable or abrupt then rewrite the section to strengthen the review methodology. Also insert a bar diagram regarding the reviews done in different topics since its inception. 

6. Include a table containing the observations made by different previous authors in a consolidated form along with section 2.1 and 2.2

7. Table 1 I wrongly placed without considering the text location it should be integrating with the section 2.3. Then it is understandable in reasonable way

8. Please select a methodology-display either as chart graph or any other suitable format of the section 2.4 and 2.5 and 2.6 separately and it is better if it can be displayer I an integrated way. It is difficult to understand from the text only.

9. “Soil organic carbon and soil inorganic carbon are distinguished by origin, by chemical form and by the processes that determine their persistence” Add a flow chart that suitably describe the evolution and coexistence of two forms of soil carbon. It would be easily understandable to readers of all background.

10. In section 3.2, the lithogenic and pedogenic carbon pool are described inappropriately ignoring the status of the same for Indian soil (such as pal et al. 1994, 2004, 2006, Bhattacharya et al. 1996 etc.) I think the authors should emphasize more on Indian literatures rather than others to understand the role and status of organic and inorganic carbon in Indian soils of IGP, Peninsular region and coastal areas. If this can be reviewed consistently it would be a good publication of importance from the climate change point of view. The segregation procedures of organic and inorganic pools is insufficiently described without a valid conclusion

11. Table 2 should be explained properly with logical reasoning

12. Section 4.2 should be discussed schematically for easy understanding. Similarly it is applicable for 4.3

13. Conclusions should be pinpointed not too much descriptive in nature

14. management interventions are required to mitigate climate change but emphasize primarily on the methodology of evolution of soil organic and inorganic carbon and how these two forms can supplement carbon depletion in the agricultural soils primarily in rice –wheat cropping system both at surface and sub-surface depths
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

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

	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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