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	Reviewer’s comment
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	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 topic is extremely essential to managing weeds and producing rice.

 Explicit comparison of various treatments, such as untreated controls and manual weeding.

 Tables displaying growth, yield, and weed control statistics provide strong support for the results.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes 
	

	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.


	It’s too long with a lot numbers; it should be more clarify. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Although the authors say they are testing "new molecules," the herbicides Cyhalofop-butyl and Florpyrauxifen-benzyl are well-known. There has to be a clearer explanation of the novelty of the "new source technical" as opposed to the "existing source."
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	· More recent studies (last 5 years) should be cited.

	

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


	needs English editing. Sentences are repetitive, weak structured and grammar.

	

	Optional/General comments


	· The source of herbicides is not mentioned.
· Soil properties like: pH, texture and fertility status of the experimental site are missing.
· Climatic conditions during exp. Are not provide like: temp. and rain .

· Table very long.

· References inside results -consistent with Venkatesh et al. 2020- should be in the Discussion section.
·  In the discussion section :It repeats the results without deeper scientific reasoning like: why Florpyrauxifen and Cyhalofop performed better mechanistically.
· In the conclusion section: repeat informations need to summarize it.
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