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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 addresses the effects of pre- and post-emergence herbicides on biochemical traits of moth bean, but several critical methodological and scientific shortcomings limit its current contribution. The topic itself is relevant for weed management and stress physiology in legumes; however, the incomplete methodology, inconsistencies between results and discussion, and missing experimental details considerably weaken the reliability of the findings.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title reflects the subject, but it should be revised for clarity. Suggested alternative: “Impact of Pre- and Post-emergence Herbicides on Biochemical and Antioxidant Traits of Moth Bean (Vigna aconitifolia L.)”
	

	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 title reflects the subject, but it should be revised for clarity. Suggested alternative: “Impact of Pre- and Post-emergence Herbicides on Biochemical and Antioxidant Traits of Moth Bean (Vigna aconitifolia L.)”
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Significant scientific and methodological issues are present: 
1. Major missing information: Herbicide dosages, spray volume, equipment, environmental conditions, and sampling time are not reported.

2. Experimental design concerns: Plot size (2×1 m) is unusually small for field studies; single-season, single-location data limit validity.

3. Discussion inconsistencies: Herbicides not used in the experiment (e.g., trinexapac-ethyl, terbutryn, paraquat, bentazon, clopyralid) are referenced, indicating mismatched or copied discussion content.

4. Data reliability issues: Unrealistic SE values (e.g., 0.000), inconsistent decimal formatting, and unusually low CVs raise concerns about data robustness.

5. Conclusions are overstated given the limitations of the dataset.

Substantial corrections are required before scientific soundness can be confirmed.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are mostly recent; however, many citations from 2025 appear unusual for a 2024–2025 study and should be verified. Some literature mentioned in the text does not correspond to the herbicides used. Additional references focusing on herbicide stress in legumes are recommended.
	

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


	The manuscript requires extensive English editing. Numerous spelling and grammar mistakes are present (e.g., “perlimenary”, “althouse”, “precured”). Terminology is inconsistent (“leg haemoglobin”, “leghemoglobin”, “LHb”). Discussion contains repetitive and unclear sentences.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript contains potentially valuable observations, but methodological incompleteness, inconsistencies in discussion, and language issues must be addressed. A major revision is necessary before the work can be reconsidered.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No direct ethical concerns regarding plant experimentation. However, the claim “No generative AI was used” conflicts with clear textual patterns such as mismatched herbicide names and internally inconsistent sentences raising concerns of undisclosed AI assistance at the manuscript drafting stage. Authors should clarify this.
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