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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 (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 a significant challenge in modern agriculture—efficient and precise weed management in wide-row crops. The development of an automated, sensor-based inter and intra-row weeder represents a practical advancement that can reduce labor dependency and improve sustainability in farming practices. By targeting both inter- and intra-row weeds with minimal crop damage, the proposed system has the potential to enhance crop productivity and operational efficiency, particularly in regions where manual labor is costly or scarce. The integration of mechatronic principles and field evaluation data makes the research valuable for both academic study and practical implementation in the agricultural machinery domain.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	Yes, the title is generally suitable, as it clearly reflects the content and purpose of the study. However, for improved clarity and academic precision, a more descriptive version could be considered.
Suggested alternative title:
"Design and Field Evaluation of an Automatic Inter- and Intra-Row Weeder for Wide-Spaced Crops"
This version emphasizes both the engineering and experimental components of the study, and more explicitly communicates that the device was tested under field conditions.
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	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 partially comprehensive but lacks several important elements that would make it more informative and scientifically complete. While it briefly describes the objective, development process, and evaluation of the weeder, it omits essential quantitative data that are necessary for understanding the scope and impact of the study. For example, the efficiency rates, performance metrics, or comparative results with conventional methods are not included. The statistical approach used in the evaluation is also not mentioned, which undermines the scientific rigor of the abstract.
-Include numerical results (e.g., weeding efficiency, working speed, crop damage percentage).

-Mention whether statistical methods were applied to validate the results.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	1. I would like to point out that the manuscript lacks statistical analysis. The results section presents percentages of efficiency and rate of work, but there are no standard deviations, confidence intervals, or p-values. The authors claim that “the weeding efficiency is about 90%,” but do not indicate how many replicates this value was measured in and what its variance is. It is recommended that authors include a table or graph with at least 3–5 replicates, as well as results from an ANOVA, t-test, or other appropriate statistical test. State n (number of samples).
2. Regarding the experimental design - It is not clear whether a control (e.g., hand weeding) was used or whether the results were compared with another method. The paragraph describing “performance assessment” does not provide information about blocking, randomization, or controlled conditions. Include a diagram of the experimental field, indicate the number of plots, the method of their selection, and whether replications were used. This is a basic element of a reliable experiment.

3. The graphs, apparently generated in Excel, lack clear axes, titles, or units of measurement. There is no error bar. The machine efficiency graph lacks an explanation of whether the values are averages, maximums, or if there are statistical differences. I recommend that the authors add error bars. The X axis should show the categories and the Y axis should show the units of measurement (%).

4. The authors mention that the machine is cost-effective, but there are no real numerical data (costs, returns, payback time). There is no comparison between the cost of manual labor and machine use. I recommend that the authors add a simple table comparing manual labor and automation: operating hours, fuel costs, maintenance, expected machine cost, and payback period.
5. The manuscript presents numerous formulas for calculating field capacity and weeding efficiency, but no citations are provided to indicate whether these are standard, adapted, or original expressions. For transparency and scientific integrity, authors should either cite the appropriate literature from which these formulas were derived, or explicitly state that the formulas are original and justify their use.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript has sufficient references, but would be more in-depth with the addition of more recent international references on automated weeding systems and agricultural robotics.
The reference from Weide et al. (2008) appears in the bibliography, but is not cited anywhere in the main text. All listed references should be explicitly cited in the manuscript or removed if not used.
The citation of “The Wheat Book” by Anderson and Garlinge (2000) is incomplete. Important bibliographic elements such as publisher, place of publication, and preferably ISBN number are missing. Including these details
is essential for clarity and traceability, especially when citing books.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	The English language of the manuscript is functional, but not fully suitable for scholarly communication in its
current form. Improving sentence structure, verb tense consistency, and technical precision would significantly improve the readability and credibility of the manuscript.
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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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