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	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.


	The manuscript titled “Air Pollution and Its Impact on Public Health Research in India: Mapping Themes, Trends, and Knowledge Gaps” attempts to map the research landscape on air pollution and public health in India-an extremely important and timely topic given the country’s rising disease burden linked to air quality. Bibliometric studies can help clarify research trends, strengths, and gaps, and therefore hold value for policymakers, researchers, and funding agencies. If executed rigorously, such a study could provide a consolidated evidence base to guide national research directions. However, the methodological inconsistencies and data issues currently present substantially limit its contribution to the scientific community.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, 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.


	The abstract is descriptive and captures several elements of the study, but it contains overly general statements, repetitive phrasing, and lacks transparency about key methodological issues. Most critically, the abstract does not address or clarify the implausible screening of over 2 million publications, which is scientifically impossible for this topic. The abstract should be revised to reflect accurate data, provide exact numbers consistently, and avoid broad generic claims.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	There are serious methodological concerns:

· The claim of screening over 2,112,563 publications is impossible for this domain and indicates either data fabrication, inaccurate search strategies, or improper use of AI-generated content.

· Inconsistencies appear between “1816,” “1974,” and “over two million” publications.

· Several sections contain overly polished, repetitive, and generic explanations (e.g., on Bradford’s Law, Lotka’s Law).

· Descriptions of results seem narrative rather than data-driven in places, without replicable procedural detail.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are sufficient and recent.
	

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


	The language is grammatically correct but highly generic, inflated, and repetitive, making it unsuitable for high-quality scholarly communication. Several sections read like automatically generated text rather than carefully crafted scientific writing. Substantial editing for clarity, conciseness, and academic tone is required.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Additional Comments:

The following section wise comments may be implemented by the author(s) for improving the manuscript further.

Abstract 

· Clarify and correct the number of publications screened and included.

· Add methodological transparency (databases, timeframe, tools, etc.).

· Remove generic and repetitive sentences.

· Shorten sentences for sharper impact.

· State the unique contribution clearly.

· Replace generic keywords like public health with more specific ones (e.g., “PM2.5”, “bibliometrics”, “research collaboration”, “health risk”).

Introduction

· Reduce general background on air pollution; focus more on the research gap.

· Include more India-specific policy frameworks (NCAP, GRAP).

· Highlight why bibliometrics is essential for this field.

· Cite more Indian epidemiological studies to strengthen context.

Method
· Explain how the author(s) handled 21,12,563 publications? It is hard to understand where did the author(s) find so many publications and also handled them for the review.

· Provide exact search dates.

· Briefly justify inclusion/exclusion criteria.

· Add information on handling duplicates from Scopus + WoS merge.

· Explain limitations of using only single-word (unigrams) for thematic evolution.

· Insert a short description of how figures were generated. 
Results & Discussion
· Streamline excessively long narrative descriptions.

· Present more results in tables/figures instead of prose.

· Remove repeated explanations of basic bibliometric concepts.

· Ensure all reported numbers are consistent across sections.

· Avoid over-interpreting clusters without strong evidence.
Limitations
· Add limitations on keyword dependence (author- vs database-assigned).

· Include a note on potential bias from English-only data.

· Mention lack of Altmetric analysis (optional but useful).

· Clarify that citation counts do not reflect article quality.

Conclusion
· Make it concise, grounded, and directly based on verified results.

· Avoid overgeneralizations not supported by data.

· Refrain from restating the entire study; focus on insights.
Implications and Future Directions
· Be evidence-based.

· Provide concrete directions for Indian research gaps (indoor–outdoor integration, cohort studies, exposure modeling).

· Highlight how policymakers can use the findings.

· Remove generic forward-looking statements.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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