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	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 is important to the scientific community as it provides evaluations of drone- and robotic-assisted weed management on soil enzymatic activity, a key indicator of soil biological health. By integrating precision agriculture technologies with plant density management, the study advances understanding of how modern weed control strategies influence soil biochemical processes in cotton-based agroecosystems.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is generally suitable.
	

	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 generally comprehensive and well structured. However, a few refinements would improve clarity, conciseness, and scientific impact.

· Reduce excessive numerical details in the results section of the abstract and focus on clear trends and statistically significant effects.

· Explicitly highlight comparison between drone-, robotic-, and mechanical-based weed management in relation to soil enzymatic activity.

· Briefly mention the experimental design (strip plot, two-year field study) to strengthen methodological clarity.

· Clarify that the reduction in enzyme activity due to herbicide application was temporary and not persistent, emphasizing the absence of long-term adverse effects.

· Minor language polishing is suggested to improve readability (e.g., replace “had no influence” with “showed no statistically significant effect”).
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references cited in the manuscript are relevant but not fully sufficient or up to date. Several key citations are older, and the inclusion of more recent studies (2021–2025) on drone- and robotic-based weed management, precision agriculture, and herbicide impacts on soil enzymatic and microbial activity would strengthen the scientific foundation of the manuscript.
	

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


	The language and English quality of the manuscript are generally understandable but not fully suitable for high-quality scholarly communication. Several sections contain grammatical errors, awkward sentence construction, and inconsistent terminology that affect clarity and flow. 
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