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	PART  1: 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. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.

	This manuscript addresses the application of bamboo biochar and the influence of terrain elevation on the growth and productivity of *Moringa oleifera*, a relevant topic for agricultural systems in coastal regions. The study presents an appropriate experimental design (RCBD factorial) and data collection over a relatively long period (24 months), which strengthens the reliability of the results. The scientific importance of the work lies in the integration between soil management (biochar) and topographic variability, contributing to sustainable agricultural strategies in environments with edaphic restrictions. The results demonstrate consistent gains in vegetative growth and productivity, in addition to highlighting important interactions between the factors studied. These findings can assist in formulating more specific agronomic recommendations for coastal regions.
	

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

	Yes, the title is appropriate and clearly reflects the content of the study. My optional suggestion for greater accuracy: “Interactive Effects of Bamboo Biochar and Land Elevation on Growth and Yield of Moringa (Moringa oleifera) in Coastal Agroecosystems”
	

	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 well-structured and presents objectives, methodology, main results, and conclusions. However, it is recommended that authors include statistical values ​​(e.g., significance level), explicitly mention the experimental design (RCBD), and reduce minor redundancies for greater objectivity.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	Overall, the manuscript is scientifically consistent. However, some points require attention, for example, there is a lack of detail in the physical-chemical characterization of the initial soil. The absence of control with conventional fertilization limits practical comparisons. The interpretation of the anomalous variation in the weight of 1000 seeds is insufficient. The discussion could more critically integrate the results with recent literature, and some inconsistencies in the data (e.g., extreme seed weight values) need to be revised.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The references are relevant and include current studies (up to 2024). However, it is recommended to include more recent studies on biochar in coastal systems. Add specific references on soil-topography-biochar interaction. Update with more recent meta-analyses, if available. Here are some studies to help with this issue: A Critical Review of the Advances and Current Status of the Application of Adsorption in the Remediation of Micropollutants and Dyes Through the Use of Emerging Bio-Based Nanocomposites; A critical and comprehensive review of the current status of 17β-estradiol hormone remediation through adsorption technology; Advances and future perspectives of water defluoridation by adsorption technology: A review; Removal of food dyes using biological materials via adsorption: A review
	

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

	The quality of the English is good, but it needs light revision such as correcting minor grammatical and formatting errors, standardizing technical terms, and reviewing spacing and line breaks in tables.




	

	Optional/General comments

	Improve the presentation of the tables (formatting and readability). Include economic analysis or practical implications for farmers. Expand the discussion on applicability in other coastal regions. State the study's limitations more explicitly.

Justification: The manuscript presents a solid experimental basis and applied relevance, but it needs methodological improvements, revision of inconsistencies in the data, and a more in-depth discussion to reach publication standards.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (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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