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	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 provides clear experimental evidence that attapulgite clay and selected botanical extracts are effective, eco-friendly alternatives to synthetic insecticides for managing Callosobruchus chinensis in stored pulses. It directly addresses a major global problem of post-harvest losses and pesticide resistance using affordable, locally applicable control strategies. The work is practically relevant for storage pest management in semi-arid and smallholder farming systems, where chemical control is unsafe or impractical. Overall, it strengthens the scientific basis for integrating inert clays and botanicals into sustainable post-harvest protection programs
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Suggested alternative: Efficacy of Attapulgite Clay and Botanical Acetone Extracts Against the Pulse Beetle, Callosobruchus chinensis, in Stored Pigeon Pea 


	

	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 partially comprehensive but needs tightening and clarification. It adequately states the problem, treatments, and major outcomes, but it is overly wordy and contains grammatical issues that reduce clarity. I recommend deleting background statements that repeat well-known facts about bruchid damage and adding one concise sentence on experimental design and statistical analysis. The conclusion should also explicitly state the practical implication for post-harvest pest management to strengthen its impact
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound in its overall concept, experimental approach, and interpretation of results, and the conclusions are generally supported by the data presented. The use of appropriate controls, replication, and standard bioassay methods supports the validity of the findings. However, clarity in methodological descriptions and consistency in data reporting and percentages should be improved to avoid ambiguity. These issues are technical rather than fundamental and do not undermine the scientific correctness of the study 


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The current reference list covers the basic and some recent work, but overall it is neither comprehensive nor sufficiently up-to-date. Key recent studies on inert dusts, alternative botanicals, and integrated pest management in stored pulses are missing. I suggest adding at least 8–12 recent, peer-reviewed papers from the last 5–7 years on botanical insecticides, mineral amendments (e.g., diatomaceous earth alternatives), and bruchid management to strengthen context and justify your approach. Including systematic reviews and field validation studies would also improve the depth and relevance of the literature cited.
	

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


	No. The language quality is not suitable for scholarly communication in its current form. The manuscript contains frequent grammatical errors, awkward phrasing, repetition, and inconsistent tense usage that obscure meaning and reduce credibility. Substantial professional English editing is required before the paper can be considered for publication.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No ethical issues are evident in this manuscript.
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