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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.
	The manuscript entitled “Biochar as a Nursery Media Amendment: Advancing Quality Seedling Production in Tropical and Temperate Tree Species” addresses a timely and relevant topic in sustainable forestry. The systematic review consolidates evidence on biochar incorporation into nursery media and its effects on seedling quality across tropical and temperate species. The work is comprehensive, well‑structured, and supported by a wide range of references. However, several areas require clarification, refinement, and deeper critical analysis before the manuscript can be considered for publication in a high‑impact journal.
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	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	4
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
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	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
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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 , the title of the article is suitable. It is clear, specific, and directly reflects the content of the manuscript. Suggested Title: “Biochar as a Nursery Media Amendment for Quality Seedling Production in Tropical and Temperate Tree Species”
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	
No , the abstract is not fully comprehensive. Suggestion for Improvement:
· Add a brief description of the literature search methodology (databases, keywords, time frame, inclusion/exclusion criteria) to strengthen its systematic review character.

· Sharpen the conclusion sentence with a clear take‑home message, such as: “Low to moderate biochar rates (3–10% v/v) consistently improve seedling quality across tropical and temperate species, making biochar a promising amendment for climate‑resilient forestry.”

· Consider trimming some background details (e.g., global waste statistics) to keep the abstract concise and focused on the study’s objectives, findings, and implications.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct overall.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent?
If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	sufficient but only moderately recent. Evaluation:
You cited a wide range of studies across tropical and temperate species, including both experimental trials and review papers. The coverage is broad and relevant.
Several references are from 2020–2025 (e.g., Hossain et al., 2020; Moreno et al., 2021; Kevin et al., 2025; Fekadu et al.,
	




	
	2024; Humnessa et al., 2023), which shows good inclusion of current literature.
Areas for improvement:
Some older references (e.g., Landis et al., 1990; Petter et al., 2012; Budi & Setyaningsih, 2013) are still useful but should be balanced with more recent studies.
A few theses and non‑indexed sources (e.g., Jasmitha, 2018; Jayalakshmi, 2018) weaken the reference quality. Replacing them with peer‑reviewed journal articles would strengthen credibility.
Adding more 2023–2025 publications on biochar in nursery systems, pyrolysis innovations, and climate‑smart forestry would make the review feel more up‑to‑date.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)
(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	no
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