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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 practical topic, linking sugarcane trash management practices with soil enzyme activities, which are key bio-indicators of soil health. The study provides valuable field-based data from major sugarcane-growing zones of Maharashtra, strengthening the understanding of long-term residue management in tropical agriculture. The findings, showing higher enzyme activities (dehydrogenase, urease, phosphatases, and β-glucosidase) under trash management than trash burning, are consistent with previous literature and highlight the positive role of organic residue retention.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	=> The title is suitable and reflects the content clearly.
	

	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 lengthy. It would benefit from sharper focus by summarizing key findings (percentage or relative increase in enzyme activity/yield under trash management vs. burning).
=>The methodology details (t-test, number of farmers) can be reduced in the abstract; instead, emphasize outcomes and significance.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write 
	>
Introduction
The introduction adequately defines soil enzymes but is somewhat textbook-like.
It should be streamlined and framed more toward gaps in knowledge: why is long-term trash management under sugarcane important? What specific knowledge does this study add beyond previous studies (e.g., Phalke et al. 2016, Pacharane et al. 2021)?
Adding a conceptual framework linking trash decomposition → soil organic matter → microbial activity → enzyme function → yield would strengthen the rationale.
Materials and Methods
The methodology is generally clear but could use refinement:
Specify soil type classification (Inceptisol, Vertisol, etc.) for each recovery zone.
Clarify sample replication (were 11 farmers per treatment treated as replicates, or was averaging done per district?).
Detail enzyme assay protocols (standard references cited, but exact methods missing).
Explain how yield and CCS% were measured and linked with enzyme activities.
Results
Tables are detailed, but the presentation can be improved:
Instead of large data tables, graphical representations (bar/line graphs with error bars) would make trends clearer.
Statistical analysis is limited to t-tests; considering ANOVA with zone × practice interaction would provide stronger conclusions.
The results section sometimes mixes results with discussion (e.g., explanations about environmental factors). These should be separated for clarity.
Discussion
The discussion is descriptive but could be strengthened by:
Comparing enzyme activity levels with reported ranges in similar agro-ecosystems globally.
Highlighting mechanistic explanations (e.g., organic carbon inputs, microbial biomass stimulation, moisture conservation under mulch).
Addressing potential limitations: Were other factors (fertilization, irrigation, pesticide use) controlled across farmers? These could also influence enzyme activity.
Conclusion
The conclusion restates results but could better emphasize practical implications for farmers (e.g., cost-benefit of trash retention vs. burning, contribution to sustainable agriculture, climate resilience).
Recommendations for policy and adoption would add applied value.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are adequate but somewhat dated; inclusion of more recent studies (post-2020) on soil enzymes and residue management would improve currency.
	

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


	The language is clear but could be refined for conciseness and smoother flow in some sections
	

	Optional/General comments


	The paper is relevant and provides solid data, but it needs moderate revision to:
clarify methodology and statistical design,
restructure results and discussion for better scientific rigor, and
strengthen practical implications for sustainable sugarcane cultivation.
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