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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.


	Effective weed control, which has a direct impact on yield and resource efficiency, is a crucial component of groundnut cultivation that is covered in this book.
The study assesses new herbicide mixtures and mechanical techniques, offering researchers and farmers useful information.  The results are especially pertinent to areas where groundnuts are a key crop, such as Andhra Pradesh.  For agronomists and weed scientists, the combination of physiological and nutrient uptake data adds depth and value.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	HERBICIDAL WEED MANAGEMENT IN IRRIGATED GROUNDNUT (Arachis hypogaea L.)", is appropriate but could be more specific. Suggested revision:
"Evaluating Herbicide Combinations and Mechanical Methods for Sustainable Weed Management in Irrigated Groundnut (Arachis hypogaea L.)"
	

	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.


	Although the abstract is well-structured, it may include a brief discussion of the main findings (such as the higher performance of pendimethalin + imazethapyr) and the trial design (such as the Randomized Complete Block Design).  Include a phrase discussing the real-world ramifications for farmers.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The work has a strong scientific foundation, a well-defined methodology, thorough data analysis, and conformity to the body of current literature.
Explain why "T6" is omitted from the treatments table (it is stated in Table 3 as "PE oxyfluorfen 0.250 kg ha⁻¹" but is not included in the results).  

Explain the herbicide dose selection (for example, why 0.75 kg ha⁻¹ pendimethalin worked better than 1.00 kg ha⁻¹).
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are adequate, however they might contain more recent research on herbicide resistance or environmentally acceptable substitutes (e.g., 2022–2024).

	

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


	Although there are a few small grammar flaws (such as "tretments" → "treatments," and "weesing" → "weeding"), the language is typically straightforward.  A proofread by a specialist is advised.
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