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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 (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 manuscript provides valuable contributions to the discourse regarding environmental policy effectiveness. The application of Procedural Rationality Model offers a structured analysis of government policies, challenging prevailing critiques of policy inefficiencies. The findings of the study are particularly important for policymakers in metropolitan areas facing severe air pollution. The manuscript also contributes to the broader literature on environmental governance, procedural rationality, and policy decision-making under political constraints. 

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The existing title is suitable as it reflects the central research question. However, a more precise title could be, ‘Evaluating the Rationality of South Korea’s Fine Dust Policies: A Procedural Analysis of Air Quality Management.’
	

	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 comprehensive. However, it could be improved by mentioning key findings, particularly the six steps of procedural rationality. Moreover, the sentence ‘Despite these critics, this study attempts to prove that the government has thoroughly and meticulously prepared its policies on fine particles.’ may be rephrased as, ‘this study examines whether the government has systematically designed its policies on fine particles’ to sound more neutral. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	The manuscript is scientifically correct and provides strong empirical and theoretical support. However, it would be beneficial to expand the discussion on the actual impact of fine dust policies in reducing PM2.5 levels. The authors may also include counterarguments or limitations of the procedural rationality approach. 

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The manuscript has cited a mix of classic and recent studies. However, adding a few more recent empirical studies on the effectiveness of fine dust reduction in South Korea may strengthen the discussion. Moreover, references on international comparisons of PM2.5 policies, particularly in cities like Delhi or Beiing, may provide a broader perspective. 

	

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

	The language/English quality is suitable for scholarly communication. However, there are a few instances, where the sentences could benefit from precision and/or a neutral tone. Moreover, some sentences are too long/complex. These could be broken down for readability. Minor grammatical refinements could also enhance the English quality. 

	

	Optional/General comments

	The manuscript offers valuable contributions to environmental policy research. A thorugh proofreading pass along with rewording of a few sentences would be beneficial. A more explicit discussion of policy implications would enhance the study’s practical relevance. 


	



	PART  2: 


	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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