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PART 1: Review Comments

Reviewer’'s comment

Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct
the manuscript and highlight that part in the
manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write
his/her feedback here)

Compulsory REVISION comments

1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community?
(Please write few sentences on this manuscript)

2. lIs thettitle of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?
5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct?

6. Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of
additional references, please mention in the review form.

(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to provide
additional suggestions/comments)

The manuscript pursues the subject of integrated weed control and plant density for cotton
growing. This is an important subject to the scientific community.

The title of the manuscript is suitable. The authors need to include the region and country of
the study for the readers to be able to immediately get the contextual conditions.

The abstract lacks a clear conclusion on the findings. The authors should consider reducing
statistical data in the abstract and focus on the main findings.
The authors should revise and label the sections and subsections correctly

In the methodology section the authors should explain clearly the twelve treatment
combinations. The experimental procedures followed are lacking. How were the herbicides
applied?, at what stage of growth ? How was the dry matter dried? How was it weighed?
-Claims on significant differences between the treatments in regard to plant growth
indicators needs to be confirmed by statistical tests. The statistical tests for mean
differences are lacking.

-Some strong claims in the introduction lack citations. Authors should review accordingly.

Minor REVISION comments

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

Address the comments as highlighted in the Reviewed manuscript

Optional/General comments
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