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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.


	The manuscript addresses weed management in mustard-lentil intercropping systems, a cropping practice of regional importance in South Asia. While several studies exist on weed control in sole mustard or sole lentil, synthesis focused specifically on intercropping systems is relatively limited. The topic is therefore relevant; however, the manuscript requires substantial refinement in methodological clarity, critical synthesis, and evidence integration before it can serve as a reliable reference for researchers and practitioners. Strengthening the analytical depth and intercropping-specific focus will improve its scientific value.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable and accurately reflects the scope, focus, and content of the review
	

	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 comprehensive and well-structured, effectively summarizing the objectives, key findings, challenges, and conclusions of the review
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is not scientifically incorrect, but it is scientifically incomplete and methodologically weak for a review article. The foundational agronomic concepts are valid, yet the lack of a clear review framework, excessive extrapolation from monocropping studies, and limited critical synthesis reduce the strength of the scientific conclusions.

1. Weak review methodology
2. Many conclusions about mustard-lentil intercropping are inferred from sole mustard and sole lentil studies

3. The manuscript frequently lists studies without comparing contradictory results, evaluating the strength of evidence, and identifying context-specific limitations. As a result, the review is more descriptive than analytical.

4. Some arguments rely on secondary or non-scientific sources (e.g., newspaper reports) instead of peer-reviewed resistance databases. These should be replaced or clearly contextualized.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The Introduction section contains several generalized statements and interpretative claims that are not adequately supported by citations. While many of the assertions are plausible and align with established agronomic understanding, the absence of appropriate references weakens the scientific rigor of the manuscript.

Several references are outdated and repeatedly cited, while recent intercropping-, precision application-, and system-level weed management studies are underrepresented. Citation redundancy occurs in multiple sections. Some references are used to support claims beyond their original experimental scope.
	

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


	The manuscript is readable, but the language requires moderate revision. Language editing would significantly improve clarity and conciseness
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. Section numbering is inconsistent and should be corrected.
2. Several sections overlap in content, particularly weed flora and herbicide efficacy.

3. A short “Review methodology” section is strongly recommended.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No ethical issues were identified
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