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	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.


	Biochar has been well reported as a sustainable soil amendment for improving soil health and plant growth and productivity. Evaluating such impacts on zucchini which is often overlooked is a welcome development. This study by assessing the effect of biochar on Zucchini growth and flowering in a coastal agroecosystem covers an important gap in literature. Kudos to the authors. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title of the article is suitable.
	

	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.


	noted an addition in the text. Usually, abbreviations are not used at the beginning of sentences. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Usually, a little more details are needed about the study location. In this paper, it is even more important to clearly mention the weather variables and preliminary soil properties that predispose coastal agroecosystems to salinity stress.  
While distinct letters (A, B, C, D) denote statistically significant differences (p < 0.05) compared to the control, these letters group the treatments from the highest to lowest such that the highest corresponds to A and so on. Why was the reverse the case in this paper?
The discussion section could benefit from a more robust presentation. The subdivision in this section does not serve the article very well. Usually, the most important results are discussed first. Explain the results, present similar or contrary findings.  

This recommendation at the end of the conclusion section should be revised. The current form does not flow from the conclusions of the study. Recommendations should naturally flow from the conclusions or identified limitations of the study.

I have left some suggestions in the text. 
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