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	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 research opens a new chapter of eco-friendly production by examining the potential of wood vinegar as a natural biopesticide for the tomato production in the open field. The results show that its usage can mitigate the negative impact of chemical pesticides, beside this, it has beneficial effects on the yield and shelf life of crops. The present study thus has a significant impact on the future directions of sustainable agriculture by providing scientific evidence about the benefits and tradeoffs involved in the use of chemical pesticides. Besides, it gives a new dimension to the utilization of biopreparations sourced locally in agriculture.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title of the article, in its present form, concisely summarizes the study content, albeit with the drawback of being less effective and less descriptive for a global audience. Pest control and yield/quality impacts of wood vinegar treatments in open-field tomatoes should be the prominent aspects of the title, as that is the main topic discussed throughout the paper. A new title is proposed as shown below:

Alternative title suggestion: 

“Field Evaluation of Wood Vinegar as a Biobased Alternative for Pest Control and Yield Improvement in Open-Field Tomato Cultivation”
	

	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.


	Generally, the abstract presents the study's aim, the methods used, and the key results gained, but it could still be improved in scientific flow by being more balanced and informative. More specifically, the experimental design, the doses of wood vinegar applied, and the quantitative values of the main results should already be more clearly stated in the abstract. Besides, the conclusion part should only talk about the findings and no commentary or discussion should be applied. The next more or less complementary modifications could be made: The study area and its conditions must be explicitly mentioned. The description of the method should be more comprehensive by shortly mentioning the dilution rates and control practices that were used. The conclusion should present the most effective dilution rate and the percentage yield increase in numbers. The stress on "sustainable agriculture and environmentally friendly production" should be included in the conclusion part with one sentence only.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The article is generally based on a scientific foundation; the methods, experimental design, and statistical analyses used were planned in accordance with the study's objectives. However, there are areas for improvement in terms of scientific accuracy in some aspects. Firstly, although the study states that a "completely randomized block trial" (CRBD) design was used, the block structure, number of replicates, and sampling level were not clearly explained. Furthermore, for measurements taken on the same plants on different days (days 18, 32, and 46), it would have been more appropriate to use repeated-measures ANOVA or mixed-effects models; this would have increased statistical reliability.

Since the percentage values ​​in the data presentation are questionable in meeting the normal distribution assumption, it is recommended to use transformations (e.g., arcsin√p) when necessary. Although the formulas used in the findings section (Eqs. 1–5) are cited in the text, their explanations are incomplete. Environmental conditions (temperature, relative humidity) are not specified for measurements such as shelf life, humidity, and pest density. These deficiencies are important for the reproducibility of the findings.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	It may be recommended to further strengthen the literature in terms of biopesticide action mechanisms, chemical composition of pyroligneous acid and duration of effectiveness in field applications.
	

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


	Although the language of the article is generally understandable, it needs to be improved in terms of academic English expression.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The findings of this study provide very important information to evaluate the use of wood vinegar as a biopesticide and biostimulant in the open-field cultivation of tomatoes. Although the overall experimental design is appropriate, the reliability of the results could be increased with the improvement of certain technical aspects such as taking repeated measurements and applying transformations to the data in the statistical analyses. The clearer explanation of the methodological issues (block layout, application frequency, environmental conditions) would allow other scientists to conduct the research again.

A full English revision is suggested. The story will then flow more smoothly and the text will be more comprehensible for readers from other countries. The article is likely to reduce the gap between the body of work on sustainable agriculture and biopesticide use that is beneficial for the environment. It could be fit for publication with some minor changes in structure and language.
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