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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	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 presents an applied field evaluation of a newly introduced herbicide (Pilot 36% WDG) compared with a registered standard product (Musket Power OD 460) across three major wheat-producing districts of SNNPRs. The findings provide relevant information for herbicide registration, weed management decisions, and improved wheat productivity in Ethiopia. The study is important for the scientific community, particularly in regions where weed pressure is high and herbicide efficacy varies across environmental conditions.
The results support herbicide registration processes, weed management recommendations, and wheat productivity improvement. It offers valuable evidence for scientists, agronomists, and regulatory authorities.

 The work contributes to the development of integrated weed management recommendations and supports national regulatory processes.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable and accurately reflects the manuscript’s content.

Suggested optional improvement: ‘Field Evaluation of Pilot 36% WDG for the Control of Wheat Weeds Across Three Agro-Ecologies of SNNPRs, Ethiopia’.
	

	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 acceptable but should be refined for clarity. Shorten long sentences, add concise numerical results, and include a clear concluding statement that emphasizes recommendations.
The abstract is generally clear and provides major findings; however, it should be improved by:

• Adding quantitative data more concisely (weed reduction %, yield increase).

• Avoiding very long sentences.

• Adding a brief statement about the experimental design.

• Adding a clear concluding sentence emphasizing the recommendation.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound. The experimental design (RCBD with 3 treatments and 3 replications) is appropriate. Methods are clearly described, data collection is systematic, and the statistical analysis is acceptable. However:

• Some sections of the Results are too lengthy and could be summarized.

• The Discussion should be better linked to previous literature.

• Units should be standardized (kg m⁻², kg ha⁻¹, °C).

• Tables need minor formatting improvement for readability.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are generally sufficient but many are older than 15–25 years. Inclusion of more recent herbicide-related studies from 2015–2023 is recommended.

Some provided links are not accessible or irrelevant; ensure DOI or valid URLs are used.


	

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


	The manuscript requires moderate English language polishing. Problems include:

• Repetition of phrases

• Long, complex sentences

• Some grammar inconsistencies

• Spelling variations (e.g., “Kamaba” vs “Kamba”)

• Need for improved scientific tone in Conclusion

Overall, the language is understandable but needs minor editing.
	

	Optional/General comments


	General comments

· The abstract is informative but should be shortened and include clearer quantitative findings.

· The introduction is comprehensive but overly long; some background can be condensed.

· Methods are well described; however, include more details on herbicide application calibration.

· Results are strong but very lengthy; consider summarizing key findings and reducing repetition.

· Conclusion should focus more on practical recommendations and study limitations.

· Results are strong but very lengthy; consider summarizing key findings and reducing repetition.

• Tables should have consistent formatting and units.

• The introduction is well constructed but could be shortened.

• Figures or graphs would improve data visualization.

• The conclusion should include clear practical recommendations for farmers and regulators.

• The manuscript is suitable for publication after minor to moderate revision.
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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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