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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment


	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 manuscript addresses an important practical problem in rice cultivation, namely efficient and economical weed management under puddled field conditions. The development and evaluation of an oscillating type intercultural equipment contributes to the advancement of mechanized, chemical-free weed control options suitable for small and marginal farmers. The study provides useful field performance data, including weeding efficiency, plant damage, field capacity, and cost economics, which are valuable for agricultural engineers and extension professionals. Overall, the work has relevance for sustainable rice production and farm mechanization research.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is appropriate and clearly reflects the content of the manuscript. However, the title may be slightly improved by indicating the operational scale or power source.
Suggested alternative (optional):
“Performance Evaluation of a Mini-Tractor Operated Oscillating Type Intercultural Weeder for Rice”
	

	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 presents the objective, methodology, and key findings clearly. However, it can be strengthened by:

· Briefly mentioning the oscillating mechanism compared to conventional weeders.

· Including a short statement on the experimental design or field conditions.

· Improving sentence structure and grammar in a few places for clarity.

Overall, minor restructuring is suggested, but no major deletion is required.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound, and the experimental procedures followed for evaluating weeding efficiency, plant damage, field capacity, wheel slip, and performance index are appropriate and based on standard methodologies. The calculations and interpretations are logical and consistent with earlier studies. However, the manuscript would benefit from:

· Clear justification for selecting specific operating parameters (speed, stroke length).

· Better linkage between results and existing literature in the Discussion section.
· Inclusion of statistical analysis or variability indicators wherever possible.
	

	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 and appropriate for the topic. However, the manuscript relies heavily on older studies. It is recommended to:

· Add more recent references (last 5–7 years) on mechanical and oscillating weeders in rice.

· Cite recent international studies related to tractor-operated or energy-efficient weeders.

This will improve the scientific strength and global relevance of the paper.
	

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


	The language is understandable, but the manuscript requires moderate English editing. Several grammatical errors, repetitive sentences, and inconsistent tense usage are observed, particularly in the Introduction and Results & Discussion sections. Professional language editing is recommended before acceptance.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1) The oscillating mechanism should be highlighted more clearly in the Introduction.

2) The Materials and Methods section should be organized more systematically with sub-headings.

3) Results and Discussion need stronger comparison with previously published work.

4) Tables and figures should be checked for consistency in units, captions, and formatting.

5) Conclusions may be refined to emphasize practical implications and future scope.
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	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No ethical issues are observed in this manuscript
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