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	Reviewer’s comment
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	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.


	The manuscript addresses an important and timely issue of crop stubble burning, which has serious environmental, health, and agricultural implications. By focusing on the Pusa Decomposer, it provides valuable insights into a promising bio-based solution that can mitigate air pollution while improving soil health. This review will be useful to researchers, policymakers and practitioners in understanding the current status, challenges, and opportunities associated with large-scale adoption of Pusa Decomposer. The paper has the potential to serve as a reference for further research and policy formulation in sustainable crop residue management.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally suitable and clearly reflects the content. However, it could be made more concise for better readability. Suggested alternative:

“Mitigating Crop Stubble Burning with Pusa Decomposer: A Comprehensive Review”
	

	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 informative but could be improved by highlighting key aspects such as the scope of the review, the major findings or synthesis and the potential implications for practice and policy. Including a sentence on future research directions or challenges in adoption would also enhance its comprehensiveness.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the manuscript appears scientifically sound and well-organized. The discussion is relevant and the review appropriately synthesizes available literature. However, the authors may consider including more critical analysis rather than only descriptive content, to strengthen the scientific rigor of the review.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are adequate, but inclusion of more recent studies (last 3–5 years) focusing on field-level trials, adoption challenges, and socio-economic aspects of Pusa Decomposer would strengthen the manuscript. Some policy-related references could also be added to make the review more comprehensive.
	

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


	The language is generally clear and understandable, but minor grammatical corrections and improvements in sentence structure are needed to meet the standard of scholarly communication. Careful proofreading is recommended.
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