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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 study addressed the sweet potato weevil pest and its destruction of crops by evaluating the resistance of local varieties as a sustainable solution. This supports food security by reducing dependence on pesticides. The validity of these results is reinforced by rigorous field and laboratory tests, providing a valuable contribution to plant breeding.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	No change is needed.
	

	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 is well written and covers the essential elements, but it is relatively long and resembles more the "Materials and Methods" section of the paper. It would be better if it remained concise and focused on the problem , objective, General methodology, The Most important Results and conclusion.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Standardise the way references are written, in addition to citing all in-text citations in the reference list
	

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


	The language is generally understandable but requires careful review due to the presence of many grammatical errors and awkward phrasing.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The research tackles a real-world problem with significant economic impact

The two-location field trial adds robustness to the findings.

The use of both field and laboratory validation is a strong methodological approach.

The identification of promising local varieties is a valuable outcome.

Please state who identified the insect species
The discussion of the results is currently weak. It should provide a better interpretation of the findings in the context of the existing literature.

What is the relevance of the fungus *Beauveria bassiana* to the subject of the study?
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