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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	Author’s Feedback (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. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	This manuscript addresses a timely and relevant topic for the scientific community — the role of biochar in enhancing soil quality, crop productivity, and environmental sustainability. It synthesizes a broad range of studies, offering an integrated view of biochar’s physical, chemical, and biological impacts. The work provides valuable insights that can guide researchers and practitioners in optimizing application strategies. By presenting both benefits and limitations, it helps define priorities for future research and sustainable agricultural practices.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes 
	

	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.


	Yes — the abstract provides a reasonable overview of the topic, but it is not fully comprehensive. While it outlines the general scope and mentions key aspects of biochar’s effects, it lacks specific quantitative results (e.g., percentage yield increases, reductions in nutrient leaching, or changes in water holding capacity) that would strengthen its scientific impact. I suggest adding at least one or two concrete numerical findings from the reviewed studies to give readers a clearer sense of magnitude and relevance. Additionally, the abstract could benefit from explicitly stating the research gap that this review addresses and summarizing the main conclusions or recommendations. Conversely, some general statements that simply repeat background information could be deleted to make space for these more valuable elements. This would make the abstract more concise, data-driven, and directly connected to the study’s objectives.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound, with accurate descriptions of biochar’s properties and effects. Some claims need clearer quantification, stronger referencing, and more balanced discussion of benefits and limitations. Overall, conclusions align with current research but could be strengthened with additional comparative data.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally sufficient and cover many key studies on biochar’s physical, chemical, and biological effects. However, several sections rely heavily on older sources (pre-2018), which limits the paper’s engagement with the most recent developments. To strengthen recency and relevance, the review could incorporate post-2020 meta-analyses and field trials, particularly those addressing:

· Multi-season effects of biochar on crop yield and soil microbiology.

· Biochar’s role in mitigating abiotic stresses (e.g., drought, salinity) under climate change scenarios.

· Life cycle assessments (LCA) quantifying environmental trade-offs of biochar production and application.

Including these newer references will improve the scientific rigor and ensure the review reflects the current state of knowledge.


	

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


	Yes — the manuscript’s English is generally suitable for scholarly communication.
The technical terminology is correctly applied, sentence structures are mostly clear, and punctuation is appropriate. However, there are areas where clarity can be improved: some sentences are overly long, a few rely heavily on passive voice, and certain acronyms are not defined at first use. Refining these aspects by shortening complex sentences, using more active constructions, and ensuring consistency in unit formats would further enhance readability and meet the highest academic standards.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’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)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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