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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 review addresses a highly relevant and rapidly developing issue at the interface of soil science, digital soil mapping, carbon accounting, and climate policy. Its main scientific value is the explicit separation of SOC concentration estimation from defensible detection of SOC stock change, and the manuscript correctly emphasizes bulk density, sampling depth, equivalent soil mass, spatial variability, and baseline uncertainty as critical constraints in field-scale verification. The integration of spectroscopy, satellite sensing, process-based modelling, uncertainty propagation, permanence, and protocol heterogeneity provides a useful cross-disciplinary synthesis for researchers and practitioners. The manuscript is timely, well referenced, and generally balanced; however, minor revisions are recommended to strengthen search reproducibility, qualify several broad statements, and improve methodological consistency.
	


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
	5
	

	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
	5
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

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

	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
	5
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

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

	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
	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
	5
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	5
	

	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. The title is clear, specific, and accurately reflects the manuscript scope. It appropriately signals that the paper is a critical appraisal rather than a purely descriptive review
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The abstract is comprehensive and accurately summarizes the scope, methods, principal findings, and research priorities. A small reduction in sentence density would improve readability, but no substantive restructuring is required.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, with minor revisions recommended. The overall scientific interpretation is coherent and appropriately critical. The following points would strengthen the manuscript:

1) Search transparency: provide database-specific search dates/strings in a supplementary table and, if feasible, approximate numbers of records screened and finally included. The statement that no record counts are reported because selection was purposive reduces reproducibility.

2) Clarify the actual language restriction. The Methods state that non-English publications were eligible in principle, whereas the Limitations indicate that such publications were unlikely to be retrieved. State explicitly whether the review was effectively English-language dominated.

3) Some synthesis statements are stronger than the evidence presented. Phrases such as bulk density being the “binding constraint”, digitalisation having “relocated” uncertainty, and tonne-year accounting having the strongest correspondence with science should be clearly framed as the authors’ synthesis rather than universal conclusions.

4) In the spectroscopy discussion, distinguish reference laboratory measurement (e.g., dry combustion) from predictive spectral estimation. Avoid language that could imply that MIR prediction is intrinsically more accurate than the reference analytical method to which it is calibrated.

5) The permanence section is strong, but total SOC, POM, and MAOM should be discussed with care: fraction membership is informative for persistence but does not by itself constitute a permanence guarantee.

6) The manuscript would benefit from a compact evidence matrix summarizing study type, geographical domain, validation independence, temporal design, and main limitation. This would make the evidence weighting more transparent.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The reference list is extensive, current, and dominated by peer-reviewed soil science, remote sensing, modelling, and carbon-accounting literature, together with appropriate institutional sources. Before publication, the editorial office/authors should still verify all 2025–2026 bibliographic details and DOI formatting because a large proportion of the evidence base is very recent.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	NO. No manuscript-level ethical issue is evident from the text reviewed. The authors explicitly disclose limited use of Grammarly and ChatGPT for grammatical refinement and reference formatting; compliance with the publisher’s author-AI policy remains an editorial matter.
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