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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.


	This manuscript addresses an important and practical problem in rice cultivation, namely efficient and cost-effective weed management under puddled field conditions. The development and evaluation of an oscillating type intercultural equipment provides useful engineering data for reducing labor dependency and operational cost while maintaining acceptable agronomic performance. The study contributes experimental field-based evidence that can support small and medium-scale mechanization strategies in rice-growing regions. Overall, the findings are relevant to researchers and practitioners working in agricultural machinery design and sustainable crop production systems.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	es, the title is clear, specific, and accurately reflects the content and scope of the study. It clearly indicates the type of equipment, the nature of the evaluation, and the target crop.

Suggested alternative title (optional, minor refinement):
Field Performance Evaluation of a Tractor-Operated Oscillating 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 includes background, problem statement, methodology, key performance indicators, and economic benefits. However, it could be improved by briefly stating the experimental design (number of replications and field conditions) and clearly highlighting the  oscillating mechanism compared to conventional weeders.

Suggested improvement:

· Add one sentence clarifying the experimental layout and replication.

· Slightly condense background sentences to emphasize results and conclusions.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and technically correct. Standard methodologies were used for evaluating weeding efficiency, plant damage, field capacity, field efficiency, wheel slip, and performance index. The calculations and formulas are consistent with established agricultural engineering literature. The experimental procedures are adequately described, and the results are logically interpreted.

Minor issues include:

· Some equations are not fully formatted or numbered.

· Statistical analysis is limited; inclusion of basic variability indicators (e.g., standard deviation) in some tables would strengthen the rigor.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are relevant and sufficient to support the study. The manuscript cites classical and recent works related to mechanical weeders, rice cultivation, and intercultural equipment. Inclusion of one or two additional recent (last 5 years) international studies on oscillating or non-rotary weeders would further strengthen the literature base.


	

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


	The language is generally understandable and suitable for scholarly communication. However, minor grammatical errors, repetition, and sentence structure issues are present, particularly in the abstract and introduction. A careful language editing or proofreading would improve clarity and readability.


	

	Optional/General comments


	· The study is practically oriented and well aligned with the journal’s scope.

· Figures and tables are relevant, but figure captions could be more descriptive.

· The conclusions are supported by the results but could briefly mention limitations and future research directions.
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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 identified. The study involves agricultural field experiments without human or animal subjects.
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