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	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 presents a comprehensive review of biotech-based biopesticide and transgenic approaches for insect pest management, covering molecular mechanisms, delivery platforms, resistance evolution, and environmental considerations. It consolidates recent developments such as CRISPR, RNAi delivery systems, and nano-formulations, which are of growing interest for sustainable control. The work is relevant to both researchers and practitioners in agricultural biotechnology, particularly those focusing on environmentally friendly pest management strategies. If revised for clarity and precision, it can serve as a valuable reference in the field. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally suitable and informative. However, the phrase “A molecular insight” could be made more precise, for example: Suggested title “Molecular Perspectives on Biotech-Based Biopesticides and Transgenic Approaches for Insect Pest Management”
	

	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 captures the main themes, but there are stylistic and clarity issue:
1. Replace phrases such as “centrally key” with “central” or “critical”.

2. Simplify long sentences to improve readability.

3. Avoid jargon-heavy or unclear phrases like “generic architecture” unless defined.

4. Ensure consistent terminology (e.g. use “plant-expressed Bt toxinx: rather than “plant-terminating Bt toxins”).

5. Italicize Bacillus thuringiensis and Bt. throughout the manuscript.
6. Indicate the relevant subspecies (e.g.  Bacillus thuringiensis Kurstaki or Bacillus thuringiensis israelensis) where applicable.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and well-referenced. However:
1. Some sections (e.g. CRISPR-based approached) are underdeveloped compared to their importance in the abstract.

2. Repetition occurs, especially in RNAi delivery discussions, which could be streamlined.

3. A contradiction exists in the resistance section, when it states “RNAi mechanisms of resistance, not yet characterized” but then provides examples, this should be clarified. It can be replaced with “RNAi mechanisms of resistance, though not yet fully resolved across taxa, have been characterized in several species and include reduced dsRNA uptake (SID-1–like channels), elevated dsRNases, altered endocytic trafficking, and changes in Dicer/Argonaute.”
4. Italicize all scientific name of insect species.

5. Much of the information in Tables 1–2 is repeated, can be combined together. 
6. Switching broad insect orders (e.g., Lepidoptera, Coleoptera, Diptera) with specific species names (e.g., Helicoverpa armigera – cotton bollworm, Plutella xylostella – diamondback moth) to make the tables more precise and relevant and include small superscript reference numbers or footnotes to clearly link each claim to its supporting source for improved traceability. 
7. “APN” is listed in Table 4 without spelling it out.
8. Table 1: “Viral Biopesticides” row could name specific virus examples (Autographa californica multiple nucleopolyhedrovirus, Helicoverpa armigera SNPV) to add depth.

9. Table 2: CRISPR Editing row could mention actual case examples (e.g., Spodoptera frugiperda gene knockouts).

10. Table 3: “Microbial vectors” row could name examples of symbionts used (Serratia marcescens, Rhodococcus rhodnii).

11. All tables can follow the same as table 1 below:
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	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are largely sufficient and recent. The work draws on authoritative sources. However, inclusion of a few very recent (2023-2024) references on CRISPR pest control and RNAi field applications would strengthen the manuscript. 
	

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


	The language requires moderate revisions to meet scholarly communication standards. Examples:
1. Redundancy: “20-40% of yearly yield loss in significant crops on a yearly basis” ( “20-40% yield loss in major crops annually.”

2. Typos: “ststacking” ( “stacking”; “programable” ( “programmable.”

3. Awkward phrasing: “first-hand agency of pest management” ( “direct tool for pest management.”

4. Inconsistent terms: “dsRNA acquisition” vs. “dsRNA uptake.”

5. Overly long sentences (some more than 40 words) should be broken down for clarity.
6. “sell points of functions” ( should be “key functional roles.”
	

	Optional/General comments


	Overall, the manuscript is a thorough review with well-structured sections and informative tables. Strengths include comprehensive coverage of molecular mechanisms and integration of environmental considerations. The main weaknesses are in language precision, minor factual clarity, and the balance of detail across sections. Addressing these issues, particularly by improving abstract clarity, eliminating redundancies, and expanding underdeveloped topics (e.g., CRISPR), will greatly improve readability and impact.

	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with 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? 
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