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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.


	The manuscript addresses a key agronomic issue: optimizing tillage and weed management to boost irrigated safflower productivity. Safflower, a vital oilseed crop in India's semi-arid regions, requires effective weed control and soil management for improved yield and profitability. This study presents experimental data on the effects of conventional, minimum, and direct sowing methods combined with various weed management practices on crop yield, weed dynamics, and economic returns, offering valuable insights for researchers and agronomists to enhance safflower production strategies in irrigated settings.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is generally appropriate and captures the main objectives and results of the study, covering aspects such as tillage practices, weed management, yield, weed dynamics, and economic implications.
	

	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 both informative and generally thorough, as it encompasses: The study's objective, The experimental design, Key treatments, Significant yield parameters, Weed parameters and Economic analysis. 

Suggested enhancements: Additions Briefly mention the location and season in a single line. Conclude with a final sentence that recommends the optimal treatment combination. 

Deletions / Enhancements: Minimize excessive numerical data; focus on essential results only. Enhance sentence structure in certain areas for better readability. Avoid reiterating similar information regarding yield and weed parameters. 

In summary, the abstract is well-crafted but needs slight editing for improved conciseness and clarity.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript demonstrates scientific validity, and the experimental methodology is fitting. Employing a split plot design with three replications is appropriate for assessing tillage practices and weed management strategies. The parameters measured, which include yield characteristics, weed density, weed dry weight, weed control efficiency, weed index, and economic analysis, are pertinent for agronomic assessment. 

The findings are interpreted logically and are backed by previous research referenced in the discussion section. Nonetheless, there are a few minor enhancements needed, such as providing clearer explanations for certain results, eliminating repetitive statements, and refining grammar and data presentation. 

In summary, the manuscript is scientifically accurate but needs some language refinement and minor clarifications in specific areas.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references mentioned are mostly pertinent; however, a significant number date back to 1990–2015. To enhance the scientific rigor of the manuscript, the authors ought to incorporate more up-to-date references (2018–2024) concerning: Conservation agriculture, Integrated weed management, Safflower production systems, Weed dynamics in oilseed crops
	

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


	The manuscript is comprehensible; however, it needs extensive language editing. Numerous grammatical mistakes, repeated sentences, punctuation problems, and formatting discrepancies are evident throughout the manuscript. Certain sentences are long and ambiguous, especially in the Results and Discussion section. A comprehensive English language review is suggested to enhance readability, scientific tone, and clarity prior to publication.
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