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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.
	1.This manuscript highlight that soil conditions deserve as much attention as the plants themselves.
2.This manuscript highlights biochar and trichocompost as a powerful combination for soil health.
3.This manuscript contributes to the scientific community’s understanding of environmentally friendly and sustainable agriculture.
4. This manuscript is of significant interest as it explores the use of organic materials for soil restoration.
5. This manuscript is interesting, as it is directed toward reducing the use of inorganic fertilizers.

	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
The title is not entirely clear. 
Suggested title:
“The Impact of Biochar and Trichocompost Integration on Soil Physical, chemical, and biological Properties for Char lands Restoration.”
	

	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 = Excellent
Yes, it is comprehensive.
	

	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 = Satisfactory
Not yet appropriate and not yet useful, because there are too many words in the keywords.
Suggested keywords:
1.Biochar.
2. Trichochompost.
3. Soil Organic Carbon.
4. Carbon  Sequestration
4. Char Land Soils.
5.Integrated Nutrient Management.






	

	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 = Good
Yes, the background information is well-structured.

	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
Yes, the objective is clear.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 = Excellent
Yes, the literature cited is relevant and up-to-date.

	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 = Excellent
Yes. The randomized complete block (RCBD). Used in this study is appropriate for yhe field experiment conducted.
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 = Excellent
Ethical issues are not applicable because to this study as it focuses on soil properties in dry lands.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 = Excellent
Yes, they are. They are the findings are presented comprehensively through a combination of detailed tables and clear diagrams  or figures.
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


	5 = Excellent
Yes, they are. Each tables and figures are well presented and necessary to illustrate the data effectively.


	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
Yes, the discussion provides a clear link between the current results and previous studies.
A little suggestion:
To improve the discussion, more appropriate literature should be added.

	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
Yes, the conclusions are supported by the data presented in the Results and Discussion sections.

	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
Yes, the limitations of the study are discussed in the Discussion section of the manuscript.

The suggestions are as follows:
The limitations of the study have not yet been clearly described. Please provide one paragraph explaining the research limitations in English.



	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	5 = Excellent
Yes, the references are relevant.




	

	15. 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 = Good
Yes, the language used in the manuscript is clear, concise ease to follow.




	



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 not sufficiently suitable.
The title has already been suggested by the reviewer above.
Suggested title:
“The Impact of Biochar and Trichocompost Integration on Soil Physical, chemical, and biological Properties for Char lands Restoration.”

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	Yes, it is comprehensive.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	Yes, it is scientifically correct.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

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

	Yes, the references are sufficient and 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 ethical issues have been identified in this manuscript.
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	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	

-Please proceed to the next stage for submission after the revisions have been completed.
-Overall, the manuscript is good; it only requires some revisions and the addition of a discussion on the limitations of the study.




	



Reviewer details:

Inka Dahlianah, Sjakhyakirti University, Indonesia
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