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	PART 1: Comments

	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	Author’s Feedback (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 paper presents an important and practically oriented evaluation of mechanized in-situ rice residue management using a super seeder under real-world conditions in Haryana, India. Given the ecological and agricultural importance of crop residue management, the study provides practical insights to the scientific community as well as economic analysis useful for agricultural practices and policy planning.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	Yes, the title of the article is appropriate and accurately reflects the content.
	

	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 is generally comprehensive. However, I recommend that authors briefly describe the statistical methods (such as the t-test) used in the study in order to make it fully informative. Several sentences are too long and complex. To improve the academic style and reader comprehension, it is advisable to rewrite the manuscript by breaking up long sentences into shorter and clearer ones. Authors should pay attention to the very first sentence in the abstract. It is too long and contains too many explanations in parentheses, which makes it difficult to read. It is advisable to divide it into two sentences
— for example, first state what the comparison is, then where it was conducted.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound. The experimental design meets the research objectives, the methodology is well presented, and the analysis of the data (including a combined t-test for comparing variants) is appropriate. The results are logically interpreted and justified with the information presented. However, I recommend supplementing the discussion by including more extensive comparisons with international studies in order to enrich the scientific discussion.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	All literature sources listed in the REFERENCES section are correctly cited in the main text. The only discrepancy found concerns the citation of Mondal and Ramkala, 2016 - this source is missing in its full bibliographic format in the list of literature. For complete correctness of the manuscript, I recommend that the authors add the necessary information about this source in the REFERENCES section or remove it
from the text.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	Overall, the article is written in good English, but requires further editing to meet academic standards. The main areas for improvement include:
· Correction of grammatical errors and syntactic inconsistencies (e.g. missing determiners such as "the", inconsistencies in the use of singular/plural). Some sentences are too long and would be clearer with better punctuation or division.
· Unification of verb tenses used - There are unnecessary changes between past and present tenses. For a scientific article, the past tense is standard for methods and results.
· Improvement of visual presentation of figures and tables - Figure 2 has repeated text ("Yield (qha-1) under different treatments"), which looks like a formatting or copying error. The tables could be more readable with standardized fonts and alignment.
· Correction of minor typos and unclear terms - "Grand Total Cost (Rs ha-1)" - lacks consistency in intervals and formatting of units of measurement; "vattar condition" - the term may require clarification if it is a local technical expression.
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