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	PART  1: Review Comments



	Compulsory REVISION comments


	Reviewer’s comment
	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. Why do you like (or dislike) this manuscript? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	This manuscript provides valuable insights into sustainable weed management practices by evaluating the effectiveness of low-dose herbicides in rice cultivation. Such studies are crucial for advancing knowledge in agricultural sciences, as they address the dual challenges of reducing chemical inputs and maintaining crop yield. I appreciate the manuscript for its thorough approach, as it offers a detailed analysis of weed control methods that could benefit rice productivity and reduce environmental impact.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is mostly appropriate but could be slightly refined for clarity. I suggest, “Impact of Low-Dose Herbicides on Weed Dynamics and Nutrient Uptake in Transplanted Rice,” which better captures the scope and focus on both weed dynamics and nutrient aspects.
	

	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 provides a clear summary of the objectives, methodology, and findings but could be enhanced by briefly mentioning the significance of the study’s outcomes for practical agricultural applications. Including a line on how these findings could benefit rice farmers in resource-limited settings would add depth to the abstract.


	

	Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?
	The structure and subsections are well-organized, following a logical flow from introduction to conclusions. This structure allows readers to understand the experimental setup, results, and implications seamlessly.
	

	Please write a few sentences regarding the scientific correctness of this manuscript. Why do you think that this manuscript is scientifically robust and technically sound? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.
	The study appears scientifically robust and technically sound, with a clear experimental design and appropriate statistical analysis to validate findings. The methodology section provides enough detail to ensure reproducibility. Furthermore, the use of multiple herbicide treatments demonstrates a comprehensive approach to addressing weed management in rice, which enhances the scientific quality and reliability of the study's conclusions.


	

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

-
	The references are recent and sufficient, covering key studies relevant to herbicide efficacy, weed dynamics, and rice productivity. No additional references are immediately necessary.
	

	Minor REVISION comments

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


	The language and English quality are generally good, but minor grammar and phrasing corrections are recommended for improved readability. For instance, phrases like “it is observed that” could be revised for conciseness.

Consider adding a brief explanation in the results section on how the findings could influence future agricultural practices or policies for sustainable rice production.

These revisions and minor improvements would enhance the manuscript’s clarity and value for the scientific community.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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