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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 (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 is important because it highlights the real challenges farmers face in managing rice pests, not just from a technical perspective but also from their own knowledge and perceptions. By focusing on how farmers identify pests and the methods they rely on, it helps the scientific community understand the gap between available pest management technologies and what is actually being practiced in the field. The study also shows how factors like education, training, and access to resources strongly influence whether farmers adopt integrated pest management (IPM). These insights are valuable for researchers and policymakers who are working to design practical, farmer-centered solutions that can improve food security and sustainability in Sierra Leone and beyond.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	Yes, Also could be: Farmers’ Knowledge and Perceptions of Major Rice Insect Pests and Their Management in Sierra Leone


	

	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.

	Weaknesses:
·  Overly long sentences: The abstract feels a little dense and difficult to follow in places. Shorter, sharper sentences would make it more reader-friendly.
· Lack of numerical highlights: While you do mention yield losses and adoption factors, including a few specific figures (e.g., “Kambia district experienced the highest yield reduction of 1.2 t/ha”) would make the findings more impactful.
· Conclusion could be stronger: The abstract ends with a general statement on the importance of education and support, but it could emphasize the broader scientific or policy significance more clearly.
· Terminology: The phrase “economically important insect pests” is accurate, but could be simplified to “major insect pests” for clarity in the abstract.
Possible Improvements:
· Break up long sentences for better readability.
· Add 1–2 concrete numbers (e.g., percentage of farmers aware of IPM, yield loss in tonnes/hectare).
· Strengthen the closing sentence to highlight how the findings contribute to policy, research, and food security goals.
· Consider trimming some background detail (like general global rice stats) since the abstract should be concise and focus on the study itself.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct. The objectives, methodology, and analysis are appropriate, and the conclusions are supported by the data. It uses valid statistical tools (logistic regression, chi-square, Kendall’s W) and relates findings to existing literature.
Minor issues include: a few long sentences, some inconsistent terminology (e.g., “cassava” instead of “rice” in one section), and small grammar/formatting errors. With light editing for clarity and consistency, it will be a solid contribution.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The references are adequate and relevant, but many are slightly dated. Adding a few more recent sources (2022–2024) on IPM adoption, climate impacts on rice pests in Africa, and gender/youth in agriculture would strengthen the manuscript and show it is up to date.

	

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

	The overall structure (abstract, introduction, methodology, results, discussion, conclusion) is clear but there are some issues noticed:
· Long sentences: Many sentences are too long and complex, which affects readability.
· Grammar and syntax: Occasional grammatical errors (missing articles, subject-verb agreement).
· Repetition and wordiness: Some ideas are repeated or explained in ways that could be more concise.
· Terminology slips: In one part, “cassava” was mentioned instead of rice—this should be corrected.
	

	Optional/General comments

	The manuscript addresses an important topic and provides useful insights for both researchers and policymakers. The study is well-structured, with clear objectives and a meaningful dataset. However, the overall readability could be improved with some language editing, as a few sentences are lengthy or unclear. Updating the reference list with more recent literature would also strengthen the paper.
Overall, the work has merit and makes a valuable contribution, but careful revisions would make the manuscript more impactful and polished for publication.
	



	PART  2: 


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

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
No
	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
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