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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.


	· Given that sesame is predominantly cultivated through broadcasting, which severely restricts mechanical weeding options, this study addresses a significant agronomic difficulty by evaluating chemical alternatives to labour-intensive manual weeding. 
· The research offers practical value to the scientific community by identifying key herbicide combinations that act as viable economic alternatives when farm labour is scarce. 
· Furthermore, establishing the comparative efficacy of these chemicals against a complex weed flora fills a necessary gap in optimizing plant protection protocols for sensitive oilseed crop like sesame. 
· Ultimately, this work contributes actionable data towards stabilizing yield in sesame, where early-stage weed competition is a primary constraint.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	· The current title is technically correct but excessively long. 
· Listing specific parameters such as “Density and Dry Matter Accumulation of Grasses, Sedges and Broadleaved Weeds” makes the title bulky; these parameters may be renamed as “Weed Dynamics”.
· Therefore, I suggest rephrasing the title to be concise and specific to the technology tested.
	

	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 descriptive summary of the experiment, but it is not fully comprehensive in its current form. It leans heavily on qualitative statements (e.g., “lower density”, “significantly lower”) without providing the supporting quantitative data that gives an abstract its scientific weight.

I strongly suggest the following additions to make it robust:

· The abstract completely lacks numeric values. Please insert specific data points for the best-performing treatments. For instance, instead of just saying “lower density and dry weight”, state the actual values.

· While the title focuses on weed density, an agronomic study on weed management is incomplete without mentioning the ultimate impact on the crop. If the author includes data on the growth and yield parameters of the crop, the most effective treatment’s performance might justify the recommendation and it also must be included in the abstract.
· Briefly mention the sesame variety used (Sarada) to contextualize the findings for local researchers.

Recommendation: Rewrite the results section of the abstract to include key numeric findings (data ranges or % reduction over control) and include the effect on crop growth and yield.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	· Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct. 
· The experiment was conducted using a standard experimental design (RBD) with adequate replications (three), which lends statistical validity to the comparisons made between the ten treatments. 
· The use of transformed data for analysis further demonstrates appropriate statistical procedure.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	· The references listed are generally insufficient but recent for the context of this regional study.
· However, for a journal aiming for a higher global index, citing a few more recent articles from major international journals would be beneficial.

· The authors should review their list and integrate 5-7 additional citations. The total citations should not be less than 20.
	

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


	· The language quality of the manuscript is generally adequate for conveying the scientific findings; the core meaning and methodology are clear.
· But, the manuscript requires an editing pass to improve scholarly communication.

· There are critical typographical errors. For example, in the Abstract: A major error exists, where the author states that the “lower density and dry weight of grasses, sedges and broadleaved weeds were recorded in weedy check”. This directly disagrees with the conclusion. This must be corrected to “highest density” to avoid serious miscommunication of the primary results.
· I strongly advise that the authors should correct the errors and polish the manuscript before it can be accepted for publication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· The revisions are fundamental to proving the scientific validity and practical utility of the results.
· The paper is scientifically incomplete as a weed management study because it fails to document the outcome on the crop itself - The authors must include and discuss the growth and yield components of the crop, and should also include weed indices (like weed control efficacy, weed control index, crop resistance index & herbicide efficiency index).
· Without linking these indices to the final crop yield, the recommendation of one integrated practice as a viable option remains unverified from an economic and scientific standpoint.
· Given the narrow selectivity margin of herbicides in sesame, data detailing any signs of crop injury or phytotoxicity for each herbicide treatment must be presented and discussed.
· The discussion should emphasize the scientific implications of the finding that none of the tested chemical treatments were effective against sedges.

I identified sound methodology, but significant gaps in reporting fundamental agronomic data
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No
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