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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 provides multi-location evidence on the performance of Pilot 36% WDG herbicide in wheat under diverse weed flora conditions across SNNPRs. Such region-specific verification studies are valuable because they directly support herbicide recommendations, improve weed management strategies, and contribute to improved grain yield in smallholder systems. The comparison with an existing standard herbicide also adds practical significance. Overall, the study offers relevant applied research insights that are useful for agronomists, weed scientists, and policymakers.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable and accurately reflects the content of the manuscript. It clearly communicates the focus on herbicide efficacy, target crop, and study locations. The current title is appropriate and does not require modification.
	

	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 provides an overview of the study but can be improved. It would benefit from inclusion of key numerical results, especially differences in weed dry biomass, weed control efficiency, and grain yield. Some sentences are lengthy and may be condensed for clarity. The abstract does not clearly report statistical significance. The recommendation for registration appears premature unless supported by regulatory standards. Adding one concluding sentence highlighting the broader implication of the findings would enhance completeness.
 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The scientific basis of the study is generally sound; however, several methodological aspects require clarification. Active ingredients of both herbicides, calibration details, and complete plot layout must be described more clearly. The results are consistent, but stronger statistical interpretation is needed, including explicit mention of significance levels. The conclusions are appropriate but should avoid regulatory recommendations.
 Several references are outdated (1980s–early 2000s). More recent weed management literature should be added.

 Over-reliance on Ethiopian weed-loss reports without global context.

 Missing explanation of modes of action of Pilot 36% WDG and Musket Power OD 460.

 The rationale for selecting these specific herbicides is weak.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript contains relevant references, but many are outdated. It would benefit from inclusion of more recent weed management studies published after 2018, particularly from East African or global wheat production systems. These additions would strengthen the scientific foundation of the discussion.
	

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


	The manuscript is understandable, but numerous grammatical errors, awkward phrasing, and structural inconsistencies require revision. Comprehensive language editing is recommended to improve clarity, technical precision, and academic tone.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· The introduction gives adequate background on wheat importance and weed-related yield losses.

· Several references are outdated; adding more recent studies would strengthen the scientific relevance.

· The rationale for testing Pilot 36% WDG is clear, but the gap in knowledge could be better highlighted.

· Some statements can be condensed to avoid repetition.

· The description of experimental sites is comprehensive, but the text contains grammatical errors, repetition, and inconsistent formatting.

· The methodology section is excessively long. It should be reorganized under sub-headings such as:

· Experimental sites
· Treatments and design
· Herbicide application procedure
· Weed assessment parameters
· Biomass estimation
· Statistical analysis
· Some methodological details need clarification (e.g., plot layout description is confusing; rainfall and temperature should be presented more systematically).

· The rating scales used for visual assessments should be referenced clearly.

· Botanical descriptions of weed species belong in the Results, not Methods.

· The weed flora identification procedure should be made more concise.

· The discussion should interpret results in light of previous research rather than repeating the results.

· Some scientific claims need stronger referencing and more critical analysis.

· Sentences are often very long and difficult to read; clarity needs improvement.
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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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