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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 addresses a practically relevant topic for the scientific and engineering community, as the development of battery-operated weeders may contribute to cleaner, low-emission, and labor-saving weed management in row crops. The study is potentially important because it touches on current needs in sustainable agricultural mechanization, especially in the context of rising labor shortages and interest in small-scale, energy-efficient field equipment. It may also provide useful preliminary insights for researchers working on the design and evaluation of electrically powered farm machinery. However, the present version does not yet deliver sufficient methodological detail, statistical rigor, or analytical depth to make a strong scientific contribution, so its potential importance remains only partially realized.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is generally suitable because it reflects the main focus of the manuscript: the development and performance evaluation of a battery-operated weeder for row crops. It is clear, direct, and relevant to the scope of the study.
	

	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 partly comprehensive, because it clearly states the problem, the main objective, the treatments tested, and the major performance indicators evaluated . It also presents the principal numerical findings for row spacing and ends with a practical conclusion regarding the suitability of the developed weeder . However, in its current form, the abstract is not fully satisfactory for a scientific paper, because it reports descriptive improvements only and does not indicate whether these differences were statistically significant.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is not fully scientifically correct in its present form. Although the general experimental idea is relevant and the reported trends are plausible, the paper has important scientific weaknesses that limit its reliability. Most seriously, the core calculation formulas for theoretical field capacity, effective field capacity, field efficiency, weeding efficiency, and plant damage are left incomplete in the Methods section, which makes the analytical procedure non-reproducible . In addition, the manuscript states that several agronomic, energy, cost, and ergonomic variables were evaluated, but these results are not properly reported in the Results section, creating a clear mismatch between the stated methodology and the presented findings . The statistical treatment is also insufficient, because the paper mentions SD, SEm±, CD at 5%, and a two-factor analytical framework, yet no proper ANOVA table, significance levels, or full statistical comparisons are shown . There are also internal inconsistencies, such as the figure caption referring to “30 & 40 cm” row spacing while the study actually compares 30 and 45 cm . Therefore, while the manuscript contains potentially useful preliminary observations, it cannot be considered scientifically rigorous or fully correct without major revision.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are partly sufficient and reasonably recent, because the list includes several publications from 2023–2025 that are relevant to weed management, electrified agricultural machinery, and recent weeder development . In particular, references on electrified agricultural machinery, battery-operated or automatic weeders, and robotic row-crop weeding strengthen the contemporary context of the study . However, the reference list is not fully adequate in quality or relevance, because some cited papers appear only loosely related to the manuscript’s actual subject. For example, citations on solar dried mango leather and phase change materials in solar dryers do not directly support statements about labor shortage, drudgery, or battery-operated weeder performance, and therefore weaken the scientific grounding of the Introduction and Methods . Likewise, the cost-economics reference on a round basin maker cum fertilizer applicator for orchard crops is not the most appropriate source to support operating-cost analysis for an inter-row battery-operated weeder .
I suggest that the authors replace the unclear citations with more directly relevant references on:
(1) design and field evaluation of mechanical/inter-row weeders for vegetable or row crops,
(2) battery-operated or electric-powered weeders/cultivators,
(3) standard methods for calculating field capacity, field efficiency, weeding efficiency, and crop damage, and
(4) recent studies comparing manual, fuel-based, and electric weeding systems under field conditions.

In addition, the reference list should be cleaned editorially, because the final DOI is separated from reference [13], which suggests incomplete formatting . Overall, the references are recent enough, but they are not sufficiently focused or consistently appropriate for a strong scientific paper in agricultural mechanization.


	

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


	The language quality is not fully suitable for scholarly communication in its present form. The manuscript is generally understandable, and the overall meaning can be followed, but the English requires substantial editing for grammar, phrasing, terminology consistency, and academic style. Several expressions are awkward or non-standard, such as “Figure 1 shows the isometric elevation solid works 3D model,” which should be rewritten in clearer technical English, and there are formatting inconsistencies such as “battery operated” versus “battery-operated,” “inter- row” versus “inter-row,” and irregular spacing and punctuation . There are also caption and wording issues, for example “Figure 3: Effective field capacity under two row spacing(30&40cm),” which is both grammatically weak and inconsistent with the actual treatments of 30 and 45 cm .
I recommend major English-language revision before the manuscript can be considered suitable for publication. The paper would benefit from careful editing by a fluent scientific English editor to improve sentence flow, remove awkward constructions, standardize terminology, and ensure that the presentation meets journal standards for scholarly writing.


	

	Optional/General comments


	This manuscript addresses a relevant applied topic, but in its current form it has major scientific and reporting deficiencies, including incomplete methodology, insufficient statistical presentation, mismatch between Methods and Results, and several editorial inconsistencies. These problems are serious enough to prevent acceptance at this stage. However, the topic itself is still potentially workable
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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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