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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 plays an important role in the rapidly expanding direct seeded rice (DSR) cultivation system and effective weed management. By evaluating the integration of new generation herbicide mixtures with manual and mechanical methods, the study provides timely and practical data for agronomists and farmers. The findings clearly demonstrate that an integrated approach, particularly pre-emergence herbicides followed by a single manual weeding which can significantly enhance crop growth and yield. This research contributes valuable evidence to support the development of sustainable and economically viable weed management strategies in DSR, which is of great importance for regions facing water and labor scarcity.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable and accurately represent the content of the manuscript. It clearly states the treatments (new generation herbicides and integrated practices), the crop (direct seeded rice), and the measured outcomes (growth and yield). So, it is okey.
	

	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 largely comprehensive but could be slightly improved for clarity such as , Methodology: It lists the herbicides but doesn't specify that the study includes integrated treatments (like, herbicide + manual/cono weeding). Briefly mentioning the integrated nature of the treatments would strengthen the abstract. For example: "...comprised of nine treatments viz., pre-emergence (PE) and post-emergence (PoE) herbicides applied alone and in combination with manual and cono weeding. " Results: The results are presented clearly with the key data for the best treatment (T4). This is excellent.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct. The experimental design (RBD) with three replication that is appropriate for the field study. The methodology for applying treatments and recording growth and yield parameters is good and also follows standard agronomic practices. The statistical analysis using ANOVA and CD at a 5% level is correct for this design. The results are presented logically, and the discussion interprets the findings in the context of existing literature, providing valid scientific explanations for the observed differences, such as reduced crop-weed competition and improved resource utilization. But here more literature review is recommended.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are sufficient and timely. The manuscript cites 16 references, the majority of which are from the last 5-7 years (2020-2024). This demonstrates a good awareness of the current state of research in weed management and DSR. The references are also relevant to the topics discussed, such as herbicide efficacy, weed dynamics, and integrated weed management. No additional references are necessary.
	

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


	Yes, the language is suitable. The manuscript is well-written and the scientific concepts are clearly communicated. There are a few minor grammatical issues and slightly difficult phrasings, but they do not prevent understanding. A quick round of language editing would polish the manuscript to a high standard.
	

	Optional/General comments


	In Results and Discussion: The discussion is good but could be slightly expanded. For example, you mention that T5 and T6 were "on par" with T4. Briefly explaining why cono weeding (T5) might have been slightly less effective than manual weeding (T4) would add depth. Could it be due to the skill required for operation or its efficacy on certain weed types?
In Table 1: The table is clear and well-formatted. The use of  CD (P = 0.05) is correct and clearly presented.
Adding some graph and charts are highly recommended which enhance the quality of the paper and make easier to understand. It can easily represent the key difference between these 9 treatments.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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