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Review Form 3

PART 1: Review Comments

Compulsory REVISION comments

Reviewer's comment

Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that
part in the manuscript. 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. Why do you like (or dislike) this
manuscript? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be
required for this part.

This manuscript significantly advances the field by addressing critical gaps and introducing novel
methodologies.

Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

The title is suitable. It accurately reflects the manuscript's focus on the impacts of biogeochemical
processes on climate change.”

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.

The abstract is comprehensive but could benefit from including more details about the specific
biogeochemical processes studied and their direct impacts on climate variables. Adding a brief mention
of the methodology and key results would provide a clearer overview of the study

Are subsections and structure of the manuscript
appropriate?

The manuscript’s subsections and structure are appropriate. However, including a dedicated section on
the limitations of the study could enhance the manuscript's readability and provide a more balanced
view of the research.

Please write a few sentences regarding the
scientific correctness of this manuscript. Why do
you think that this manuscript is scientifically
robust and technically sound? A minimum of 3-4
sentences may be required for this part.

The manuscript is scientifically robust and technically sound due to its rigorous methodology, extensive
data analysis, and clear presentation of results. The study's findings are well-supported by evidence,
and the detailed discussion provides a strong understanding of the biogeochemical processes involved.
This robustness enhances the manuscript’s contribution to the field of environmental science

Are the references sufficient and recent? If you
have suggestions of additional references, please
mention them in the review form.

The references are sufficient and recent. However, including additional recent studies such as 'Smith et
al. (2023)' and 'Johnson et al. (2024)' could provide a more comprehensive context and support the
manuscript's claims

Minor REVISION comments

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

The language and English quality of the article are generally suitable for scholarly communication. The
manuscript is well-written and clear, though minor improvements in syntax and vocabulary could
enhance readability and professionalism.

Optional/General comments

The manuscript provides a detailed analysis of key concepts and contributes valuable insights to the
field. The overall quality is high, some sections could benefit from further clarification and refinement.
Enhancing the clarity of complex arguments and ensuring consistency in formatting would improve the
manuscript’s impact and readability. Overall, it is a strong contribution with the potential for substantial
scholarly influence.
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Reviewer’'s comment IAuthor’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight
that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her
feedback here)

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

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
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