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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 



	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 is important to the scientific community because it provides field-based evidence on the potential of locally available plant-based preparations as alternatives to conventional synthetic insecticides in vegetable production. The comparative evaluation of Apichi, Kogle-zanga, and ash broth across chili pepper, roselle, and amaranth provides useful information on their variable effects on pest damage, crop growth, and yield under field conditions. The study also contributes to the development of sustainable and locally adaptable pest management strategies, particularly for smallholder vegetable production systems in the Sudano-Sahelian region. Furthermore, the findings provide a basis for future research on the chemical characterization, standardization, safety, optimization, and integration of these botanical preparations into integrated pest management programmes. But lack of novelty and incomplete data?
	


PART  2.1 (Objective Evaluation)
	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
Manuscript title: The current title does not adequately reflect the overall content of the manuscript. Since the study primarily focuses on plant-based preparations for pest management, could the authors revise the title to more accurately represent the scope, experimental approach, and major findings of the study?


	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
Scientific names: The abstract provides the scientific name only for roselle. Could the authors also provide the scientific names of chili pepper and amaranth to maintain taxonomic clarity and consistency?


	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
Discussion, comparison and innovation: The Discussion section should be substantially strengthened by comparing the present findings with previous studies on plant-based pest management. The authors should explain how the present approach differs from existing methods and discuss its novelty, efficacy, advantages, limitations, and potential application of advanced or innovative bioformulation technologies for pest management.
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
Conclusion, farmer relevance and future prospects: Could the authors strengthen the Conclusion by clearly explaining how the findings may benefit farmers, particularly in terms of efficacy, practicality, sustainability, cost-effectiveness, and reduction of reliance on conventional pesticides? The authors should also discuss the major limitations of the present study and provide specific future research directions, such as field-scale validation, formulation optimization, stability studies, mechanism of action, and integration with IPM programmes.


	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	


PART  2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)
	
	Reviewer’s comment


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



	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO, The current title does not adequately reflect the overall content of the manuscript. Since the study primarily focuses on plant-based preparations for pest management, could the authors revise the title to more accurately represent the scope, experimental approach, and major findings of the study?
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No, The abstract provides the scientific name only for roselle. Could the authors also provide the scientific names of chili pepper and amaranth to maintain taxonomic clarity and consistency?
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No, What is the major innovation or novelty of the present study compared with previously reported plant-based pest management approaches? The authors should clearly highlight the innovative aspects of the preparation, formulation, application method, or pest management strategy.The manuscript discusses pest management without clearly identifying the target pest(s). Which pest species were the prepared plant extracts tested against? The authors should clearly mention the pest name(s), developmental stage(s), bioassay conditions, and relevant efficacy data. Without identifying the target pest and providing quantitative evidence, the claims regarding pest control are difficult to evaluate scientifically.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No, Need to add few more recent references
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	NO
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