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	Reviewer’s comment
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	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 present manuscript gives critical information regarding the feasibility of applying coconut shell biochar as a possible in-situ remediation method for heavy metal-polluted soils, thus tackling an emergent environmental issue triggered by industrialization and urbanization. By achieving significant reductions in the bioavailability of heavy metals such as cadmium, chromium, lead, and arsenic, coupled with improved soil health and crop yield in French Bean cultivation, it offers a cost-effective and sustainable soil management option. The meticulous experimental setup and thorough examination of soil chemical, biological, and physical properties contribute to the scientific understanding of the biochar mechanisms, an important addition to environmental science and agronomy. Furthermore, the findings of the study can guide subsequent research and field practices regarding prevention of soil pollution, enhancing initiatives to secure global food security and ecosystem resilience.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title, "The Transformative Effects of Coconut Shell Biochar on Heavy Metal Bioavailability in Soil, Phytotoxicity and Yield in French Bean," is generally suitable as it effectively captures the key focus areas of the study: the use of coconut shell biochar, its impact on heavy metal bioavailability, phytotoxicity, and crop yield, specifically in French Bean. It is concise, descriptive, and aligns with the manuscript's content, making it accessible to the scientific community interested in soil remediation and agronomy

	

	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 of the article is fairly comprehensive, succinctly summarizing the experiment’s purpose, methodology, key findings, and outcomes. It effectively conveys that soil was artificially contaminated with heavy metals (Cd, Cr, Pb, and As), treated with varying levels of coconut shell biochar, and assessed through a pot culture of French Bean, highlighting the significant reduction in heavy metal bioavailability (73.6–90.1%) and improvements in yield without phytotoxic symptoms. However, it could be enhanced by including a few additional details to provide a more complete snapshot of the study and its implications, while remaining concise.

Suggestions for Improvement:

1. Addition of Experimental Context: The abstract could briefly mention the use of a controlled pot experiment or the Completely Randomized Design (CRD) to clarify the rigor of the methodology. This would strengthen its scientific credibility without adding much length. 

· Suggested Addition: "In a controlled pot experiment using a Completely Randomized Design..."

2. Soil Health Improvement: While yield improvement is noted, the abstract could briefly mention the positive effects on soil properties (e.g., pH, nutrient status, or microbial activity) to reflect the broader impact of biochar, which is a significant finding in the manuscript. 

· Suggested Addition: "...and enhanced soil health parameters, with maximum yield improvement at a 5% application rate."
3. Specificity on Application Rates: The range of biochar application rates (1 to 5%) is      

mentioned, but linking the maximum reduction range (e.g., 87.5–90.1% for Pb) to the 5% rate could emphasize the dose-response relationship more clearly. 

Suggested Revision: Replace "with the application rates varying from 1 to 5 per cent" with "with reductions peaking at 5% application (e.g., 87.5–90.1% for Pb)."

     4. Deletion or Condensation: The specific percentage ranges for each metal (73.6–86.08, 

          80.4–88.08, 87.5–90.1, 68.1–82.93) could be condensed to a single range (e.g., 68.1–    

          90.1%) to save space and avoid overwhelming the reader with numbers, as the detailed 

           breakdown is available in the main text. 

· Suggested Revision: "It was found that the biochar reduced heavy metal bioavailability by 68.1–90.1%..."


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript appears to be scientifically correct based on the information provided, as it adheres to established scientific principles, employs standard methodologies, and presents coherent results supported by data and references. 

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references in the manuscript are generally sufficient to support the claims made and provide a solid foundation for the study. They cover key aspects such as biochar properties, heavy metal remediation, soil science methodologies, and statistical analysis, drawing from well-regarded sources in the field. However, while many references are relevant and span a reasonable timeframe (e.g., 1934–2022), the balance between older foundational works and more recent studies could be improved to reflect the latest advancements in biochar research as of April 05, 2025. 

	

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


	The work uses a formal tone, technical vocabulary appropriate for the field of soil science and agronomy, and a clear structure typical of scientific articles, thus the language and English quality of the work are generally fit for scholarly communication. The book is readable, and most of the sentences clearly express the desired meaning for a scholarly readership. To raise the paper to the highest level expected in scholarly publications, small grammar, syntax, clarity, and consistency problems could be corrected.
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