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Author’s Feedback (Please correct the
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Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this This manuscript is very important for the scientific community. | like this manuscript because weed
manuscript for the scientific community. Why do you like (or manage such as manual weeding at some times and application of some herbicides in it increased
dislike) this manuscript? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be significantly yield quality and economic of summer groundnut.
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correctness of this manuscript. Why do you think that this followed scientific methods in the methodology and the writing.
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scholarly communications?

I think the English quality of the article is suitable for scholarly communications.
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Optional/General comments:

1- The first letter of state must be capitalized.

2- In 3. Material and methods, material must be written Materials.

3- In Table 2 Number of pods/plants, the letter s must be deleted from plants.

4- The experiment must be conducted for two summer seasons.

5- The data have not analysed.

6- In 3.1 under 3. Results and discussion, the word in must be written between the two words seen and the.
7- In the end of the first nine lines which mentioned in 2. Materials and Methods, reference must be written.
8- In the last line of 3.3 Yield and yield attributes, the word of must be written before the authors.

9- The abbreviations when have been mentioned at the first time, they must be written entirely and they
must be written between two brackets.

10- In the references list, the third reference (Donald and Hamblin (1976) and the eleventh reference (Panse
and Sukhatme 1967) must be mentioned in the text.

12- The discussion is insufficient.
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