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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	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 is significant for the scientific community as it comprehensively reviews biochar's potential as a sustainable soil amendment and carbon sequestration tool, addressing critical challenges in soil degradation and climate change. It synthesizes current research on biochar’s production, properties, and interactions with soil and plants, providing a robust foundation for future studies. By highlighting both the benefits and challenges of biochar application, it guides researchers toward optimizing its use in agriculture and environmental management. The emphasis on long-term field trials and scalability also underscores the need for practical, large-scale implementation strategies.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title, "The Black Gold: How Biochar Can Save Our Soils and Climate," is engaging and reflects the article's focus on biochar's potential to address soil degradation and climate change. However, the term "Black Gold" may be seen as overly sensational or ambiguous, potentially detracting from the scientific rigor of the manuscript. It also slightly oversimplifies the multifaceted challenges and limitations discussed in the review.

Suggested Alternative Title:
"Biochar: A Sustainable Solution for Soil Health and Climate Change Mitigation"


	

	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, effectively summarizing the key points of biochar’s potential as a soil amendment and carbon sequestration tool. It covers the production process, physicochemical properties, benefits for soil health and crop yields, and the broader implications for climate change mitigation and food security.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript appears to be scientifically sound based on the content provided, presenting a well-researched and comprehensive review of biochar’s properties, production, applications, and challenges. It draws on a wide range of peer-reviewed studies (references [1]–[118]) to support its claims about biochar’s effects on soil health, plant growth, and carbon sequestration. The discussion of physicochemical properties, soil interactions, and greenhouse gas mitigation aligns with established scientific understanding of biochar as of the document’s context. However, there are a few minor points to consider for ensuring scientific accuracy and clarity, particularly regarding specificity, potential overgeneralizations, and typographical errors.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript includes a comprehensive set of 118 references, covering a wide range of topics related to biochar’s production, properties, soil interactions, plant growth effects, and carbon sequestration potential. These references span from 2000 to 2019, providing a solid foundation for the review’s claims. However, there are considerations regarding their sufficiency and recency, especially given the rapid evolution of biochar research.

	

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


	The language and English quality of the manuscript are suitable for scholarly communication, with clear, formal, and technically accurate writing that effectively conveys the review’s objectives. Minor issues—typographical errors, awkward phrasing, and OCR artifacts—slightly detract from its polish but do not undermine its academic merit. By correcting errors, streamlining sentences, and enhancing readability as suggested, the manuscript would fully meet the rigorous standards expected in peer-reviewed journals. With these revisions, it would be well-suited for publication in a high-quality scientific outlet.
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