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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 manuscript holds high significance for climate-smart agriculture, soil science, and carbon management. It highlights the transition from conventional biochar to functionally tailored 'Biochar 2.0' to bridge laboratory findings and field applications. Additionally, it provides an in-depth review of soil microbiome dynamics and nutrient efficiency, particularly for nitrogen and phosphorus. Supported by cutting-edge meta-analysis evidence, the paper also addresses greenhouse gas mitigation strategies. Ultimately, these insights offer invaluable strategic guidance for researchers and practitioners in sustainable agriculture.
	


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 = Excellent
	

	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
	

	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 = Excellent 
	

	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 = Excellent 
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

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

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 

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

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

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

	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 = Good
	

	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 = Excellent 
	

	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 = Excellent 
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 

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

	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 = Excellent 
	

	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 = Excellent 
	

	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
	5 = Excellent 
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	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
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

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

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
This manuscript is exceptionally well-written, featuring a logical, critical, and comprehensive train of thought. The authors successfully address controversial issues surrounding biochar (such as variations in GHG efficiency and microbiome dynamics) objectively without falling into hyperbolic claims. No major revisions are required. The manuscript is highly worthy of publication following minor layout or final book formatting checks.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes. The references are generally adequate; however, it would be beneficial to incorporate relevant studies addressing climate and nutrient efficiency, such as:

1. THE EFFECT OF ZN-ENRICHED BIOCHAR ON PEROXIDE ENZYME ACTIVITY, AUXIN CONTENT, CHLOROPHYLL COUNT AND ZN OF RICE IN DIFFERENT FLOODING SYSTEMS. Salawati, M Basir, Kadekoh, Indrianto, AR Thaha. PLANT CELL BIOTECHNOLOGY AND MOLECULAR BIOLOGY 19 (5-6), 196–204 .
2. Growth and Yield of Sweet Corn with the Application of Various Doses of Biochar Cultivated in the Dry Season. Salawati, S Ende Vegetalika 15 (1), 33-42

3. USING BIOCHAR AS AN ALTERNATIVE SOLUTION TO REDUCE INORGANIC FERTILIZERS IN RICE (Oryza sativa L.) CULTIVATION. A Salawati,Sjarifuddin Ende Jurnal Agro 12 (2), 364-377


	

	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 were identified in this manuscript.
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