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	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 explores the performance of YOLOv10n, a lightweight deep learning model, in the context of real-time detection of tomato plants and weeds. Given the growing importance of precision agriculture and automation in farming, especially in resource-constrained settings, this study is highly relevant. It provides empirical evidence of the model’s suitability for field deployment, especially for selective spraying and autonomous weeding systems. The emphasis on real-time efficiency and the detailed performance breakdown between plant and weed detection adds practical value for agri-tech developers and agronomists.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is clear, concise, and accurately reflects the content of the manuscript.
	

	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.


	Abstract presents the study's objectives, methodology, and results clearly. However, the following improvements are suggested:

· Add the number of training/testing images in the abstract to reflect dataset size.

· Briefly clarify why weed detection underperforms (i.e., intra-class variability and class imbalance).


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is methodologically sound and based on appropriate object detection metrics (mAP, precision, recall). However, the following points need attention:

· Weed detection challenges should be supported with a deeper error analysis, e.g., which types of weeds failed the most and why.

· It lacks statistical validation of performance gains across different classes—confidence intervals or error bars should be reported for mAP/precision/recall.

· The generalizability of the model is uncertain due to the limited scope of the dataset (geographic and species-wise).


	

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

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


	Yes, but a few sentences in the introduction and discussion are  redundant. Minor language polishing is suggested.
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