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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.


	This manuscript holds significant importance for the scientific community as it explores the allelopathic potential of two commonly occurring weeds, Euphorbia helioscopia and Oxalis corniculata, on the germination and early growth of Triticum aestivum. The study contributes valuable insights into plant–plant biochemical interactions that can influence crop productivity and ecological balance. Understanding these allelochemical effects provides a foundation for developing eco-friendly weed management and sustainable agricultural practices. Moreover, it opens avenues for future research focused on isolating and characterizing specific allelochemicals with potential use as natural bioherbicides.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the current title — “Influence of Allelochemicals from Euphorbia helioscopia L. and Oxalis corniculata L. on the Germination and Seedling Development of Triticum aestivum L.” — is clear and scientifically valid.

However, it is a bit lengthy and can be made more concise while retaining scientific accuracy.
	

	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 of the article is informative and provides a good overview of the experiment, methodology, and main findings. However, it is too detailed and descriptive, which affects clarity and readability. It would benefit from being more concise, quantitative, and focused on key outcomes.

Suggestions for improvement:

Reduce excessive procedural detail (e.g., soaking duration, concentration preparation) — these belong in the Methods section.

Include quantitative results to strengthen the impact — e.g., “15% extract of E. helioscopia reduced wheat germination by 80% compared to control.”

Add a statistical validation note, such as “results were statistically significant at p < 0.05.”

Emphasize the implication in the final line — e.g., The findings suggest that these weeds possess strong allelopathic potential that can be further explored for natural weed control strategies.”

Keep the abstract within 200–250 words for better conciseness and scientific appeal.

In summary, the abstract is comprehensive but needs condensation, quantification, and a stronger concluding statement about the study's relevance.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct in its core concept, objectives, and experimental approach, as it effectively demonstrates the allelopathic influence of Euphorbia helioscopia and Oxalis corniculata on wheat germination and seedling growth. The use of aqueous extracts, multiple concentrations, and replication under controlled conditions is appropriate for allelopathic studies.

However, a few scientific and methodological refinements are recommended for stronger validity:

Concentration units (e.g., 5 g, 10 g, 15 g) should be standardized as % w/v to ensure comparability and scientific precision.

The mechanistic explanation of allelopathy (e.g., role of phenolics, flavonoids, or terpenoids) should be discussed more deeply.

Statistical details (mean ± SE, n-values, and exact p-values) should be explicitly shown in figures and results.

A voucher specimen and authentication statement for plant identification should be added.

Overall, the experimental work is sound and scientifically valid, but the manuscript requires minor corrections and clearer data presentation to meet the standards of a peer-reviewed scientific journal.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript includes an extensive reference list with several recent citations (2023–2025), which indicates that the authors have consulted up-to-date literature. However, a number of references are not directly relevant to the topic of allelopathy (for example, papers related to pesticides, animal nutrition, and unrelated crop studies). Some older and classic allelopathy studies are missing and should be included to strengthen the theoretical foundation.

 Suggestions for improvement:

Retain recent and relevant references dealing with allelopathic effects and weed–crop interactions.

Remove unrelated citations (e.g., those on fungal diseases, rice variety development, or livestock studies).

Add the following key and credible references to improve scientific grounding:

Rice, E.L. (1984). Allelopathy. Academic Press, Orlando.

Weston, L.A. (2005). “History and current trends in the use of allelopathy for weed management.” HortTechnology, 15(3): 529–536.

Cheng, F. & Cheng, Z. (2015). “Research progress on the use of plant allelopathy in agriculture and the physiological and ecological mechanisms of allelopathy.” Frontiers in Plant Science, 6: 1020.

Batish, D.R., Singh, H.P., Kohli, R.K., & Kaur, S. (2001). “Crop allelopathy and its role in ecological agriculture.” Journal of Crop Production, 4(2): 121–161.

Khamare, Y., Chen, J., & Marble, S.C. (2022). “Allelopathy and its application as a weed management tool: a review.” Frontiers in Plant Science, 13: 1034649.

Summary:

The reference list is sufficient in quantity but uneven in quality. Refining it to include fewer but more focused and classic allelopathy studies will significantly enhance the manuscript’s scientific strength and credibility.
	

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


	The English is understandable but needs improvement for scholarly publication. Grammar, sentence structure, and consistency (especially in scientific names and units) require correction. Moderate language editing or professional proofreading is recommended before acceptance.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The study presents valuable findings on allelopathic interactions between weeds and wheat, contributing to sustainable weed management research. However, the manuscript needs refinement in language, figure clarity, and reference relevance. 

The study presents a relevant ecological topic, allelopathy, and includes a well-designed experiment comparing two application methods (aqueous extracts and dry mulch) on a major crop, wheat 1. The methodology is detailed and repeatable 2, and the results are presented logically.
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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