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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 an important problem in agriculture, particularly in tropical regions where Bactrocera dorsalis causes heavy damage to fruit crops such as mango. The study is highly relevant for the scientific community, as it proposes natural plant-based alternatives (biopesticides) to synthetic insecticides, aligning with sustainable agriculture and integrated pest management (IPM) strategies. The findings contribute to our understanding of plant-derived repellents and attractants, and could support environmentally friendly pest control approaches in regions where chemical pesticide use is problematic.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable and clearly reflects the scope of the study. It specifies the plants, the pest, and the geographical context.
Suggested minor alternative (for conciseness):
“Insecticidal and Repellent Effects of Azadirachta indica and Calotropis procera Extracts on Bactrocera dorsalis in Senegal”

	

	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 gives a good overview of the research, but it could be improved by:

· Stating more explicitly that no insecticidal effect was observed, but repellent and attractive effects were detected.

· Presenting quantitative values (e.g., % repellency at different doses).

· Summarizing the broader implications for pest control strategies.

Botanical names (Azadirachta indica, Calotropis procera, Bactrocera dorsalis) are italicized.

Family names corrected: Meliaceae (not Meliacea) and Asclepiadaceae (not Asclepiadacea).

Kindly fix all botanical names + family names consistently (italics + spelling)


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the experimental design is generally correct and follows standard procedures for extraction, phytochemical screening, and bioassays. However:

· Some methodological details could be streamlined (too much emphasis on equipment lists).

· The statistical analysis is mentioned briefly (p-value = 0.039) but should be expanded (e.g., test used, replicates).

· Results are sound and consistent with previous literature.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript cites relevant classical and regulatory references. However:

· Some references are outdated; recent work (2020–2023) on neem-based biopesticides and plant-derived repellents against Bactrocera dorsalis should be included.

· Literature comparing repellent vs. attractive properties of secondary metabolites could strengthen the discussion.
	

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


	The manuscript is understandable, but the English requires moderate revision for clarity and conciseness.
Examples:

· Replace long, repetitive sentences with shorter ones.

· Standardize terms (e.g., “repellent effect” vs. “repulsive effect”).

· Improve grammar and flow in some sections of the Introduction.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This is a well-conducted and relevant study, but some improvements are needed in:

1. Abstract – make results and conclusions sharper.

2. Methodology – reduce unnecessary technical detail (equipment lists).

3. Discussion – strengthen the link between phytochemicals and biological effects with more updated references.

4. English editing – required for scholarly readability.
The study is scientifically relevant and methodologically sound.

No major flaws, but improvements in abstract clarity, language, and references are necessary before acceptance.

The manuscript should be accepted after corrections to abstract, English style, italic it Botanical name, correct the spelling for family and inclusion of more recent references.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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