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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.
	In general the manuscript addresses an important and timely topic at the intersection of sustainable agriculture, biomass valorisation, soil management, and climate-change mitigation. Its comparative discussion of biochar, engineered biochar, and hydrochar is valuable because these materials differ substantially in production pathways, agronomic performance, and carbon persistence. The chapter also helps connect production conditions and material properties with soil-conditioning functions and carbon-sequestration potential, which is relevant for both researchers and practitioners. With further strengthening of the evidence base, quantitative comparisons, and graphical synthesis, the manuscript could provide a useful reference for the scientific community working on sustainable soil amendments and carbon management.
	


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
	4. The title reflects the chapter well, but I would recommend changing “Carbon Sequestration Mechanics” to the more conventional “Carbon Sequestration Mechanisms.”
	

	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
	4. The abstract covers the purpose, scope, major findings, differences between biochar and hydrochar, and key implications.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4. The keywords adequately represent the major themes: biochar engineering, HTC, soil amendment, nutrient retention, water relations and carbon permanence.
	

	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
	3. The background is organised and establishes the problem well, but several broad claims require supporting citations and some material could be condensed.
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4. The scope, research gap and objectives are explicitly presented in Section 1.1 and are clearly linked to the subsequent structure of the chapter.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3. The reviewed literature is relevant to production, engineering, soil conditioning, agronomic effects and carbon permanence.
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2. Important discussions depend heavily on older literature. Foundational studies should remain, but more recent evidence should accompany them when describing current scientific understanding.
	

	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
	2. The databases, search period, representative search terms and eligibility criteria are described, but greater reproducibility is needed, including clearer search dates & records, study-selection numbers and justification for not including Scopus & Web of Science.
	

	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
	3. Yes, the authors do not simply describe studies; they discuss heterogeneity, limitations, context dependence and differences between laboratory and field evidence. However, some deeper quantitative comparison would strengthen this further.
	

	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
	3. Yes This is a good aspects of the chapter. A dedicated research agenda identifies priorities including matched process comparisons, long-term validation, hydrochar safety, permanence verification and life-cycle assessment.
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4. The conclusions generally follow directly from the evidence and appropriately emphasise conditional rather than universal benefits.
	

	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
	3. Yes, the manuscript discusses narrative-review bias, evidence heterogeneity, unequal evidence across material classes, accessibility/language limitations and uncertainty in carbon-accounting assumptions.
	

	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
	3. The sources are predominantly peer-reviewed and scientifically appropriate. I would not reduce this because references are old since that issue is captured under Question 7. Some claims nevertheless require additional references.
	

	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
	3. The manuscript is generally professionally written and understandable, but there is some repetition and inconsistent use of abbreviations such as HTC after definition.
	


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.
	YES
The title appropriately reflects the scope of the chapter. As a minor linguistic improvement, the authors may consider replacing “Carbon Sequestration Mechanics” with “Carbon Sequestration Mechanisms,” which is more conventional scientific terminology.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
The abstract adequately presents the scope, major themes, principal findings, comparison between biochar and hydrochar, and the main implications of the review.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
The manuscript is generally scientifically sound and demonstrates appropriate understanding of biochar, hydrochar, soil conditioning, and carbon-sequestration processes. However, several scientific claims require additional citations, and some sections would benefit from stronger quantitative comparison and graphical synthesis.

The manuscript is relevant and generally well structured. However, several broad scientific claims require citations, and older references should be complemented with more recent evidence. The use of HTC should be consistent throughout, and the chapter would benefit from at least one graphical or quantitative comparison of biochar and hydrochar. Greater transparency in the literature-selection methodology is also recommended.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO
The manuscript includes several recent references, including studies from 2024–2026, but a number of important discussions still rely heavily on older literature. Foundational references should certainly be retained, but they should be complemented with more recent studies, systematic reviews, and meta-analyses, particularly where the manuscript describes the current state of knowledge. The authors should also ensure that broad scientific claims currently presented without citations are appropriately referenced.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	NO
No evident ethical concerns were identified. The manuscript also transparently declares the use of Grammarly and ChatGPT for grammatical refinement and reference formatting, with the authors accepting responsibility for the final scientific content.
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