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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.


	This manuscript addresses the floristic composition and dominance of weed flora in late-sown wheat fields. Such studies are valuable for understanding weed dynamics, biodiversity, and implications for crop management. The findings provide useful insights into the major weed species infesting wheat fields, their density, frequency, and ecological dominance, which can help agronomists, ecologists, and policymakers design sustainable weed management strategies. Moreover, it adds to the literature by quantifying the similarity between years, indicating long-term weed dynamics.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is concise and clearly reflects the content. However, it could be slightly improved for clarity: Suggested title: “Floristic distribution and dominance of weed flora in late-sown wheat”
	

	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 overall informative, covering methodology, major findings, and implications. However, it is lengthy and may be shortened for clarity. Some sentences can be made more precise, especially in summarizing the results.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct, well-structured, and technically sound. The methodology (quadrats, density, frequency, IVI, SDR, Simpson’s Index) is appropriate. Results are presented with sufficient detail using tables and figures.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references cited are relevant but limited. Only a few recent references are included (mostly up to 2017). Authors may consider adding more updated references (2018–2024) on weed ecology and wheat weed management to strengthen the discussion.
	

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


	Yes, the English is understandable and suitable for scholarly communication, though minor grammatical improvements and sentence polishing are recommended.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Overall, this is a good-quality manuscript with significant agronomic importance. Minor revision is recommended for improving abstract conciseness, language clarity, and inclusion of more recent references.

Abstract: Sentences are too long and unclear. Please simplify to improve readability.

Figures: 'Figure 1.' should be 'Figure 1' (remove the period).

Figure 2: Typo - 'Graasy weeds' should be corrected to 'Grassy weeds'.

Materials and Methods: Repetitive sentences (e.g., weed uprooting description) should be reduced.

Results & Discussion: Mostly descriptive repetition; needs stronger comparison with other studies.

Conclusion: Incorrect grammar in 'it was can be summed' – revise to 'it can be summed up that'.

Table 2: Simpson’s Index values (e.g., Polygonum monspeliensis = 20.3) seem unrealistic – recheck calculations.

Summed Dominance Ratio formula: Needs proper reference, currently only IVI ÷ 2 is given.

References: In-text citation says 'Chul and Moody (1983)' but References list shows 1980. Please correct.

Scientific names: In some cases author citations missing (e.g., Melilotus indica). Standardize.

Statement 'No species diversity was found' is misleading; better phrasing is 'Species number decreased'.

Tables: Inconsistency with spacing before percentage symbol. Ensure uniform style.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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


	No ethical concerns are identified. The study does not involve human or animal experimentation.
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