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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 work contributes to the growing body of research seeking sustainable, plant-based pest control agents for horticultural crops. If rigorously documented and analysed, the results could inform IPM programs for chili pepper by providing evidence on efficacy, non-target impacts and yield outcomes. However, the current version lacks sufficient methodological detail and standardisation (e.g., active ingredient quantification, application rates per hectare) to allow reproducibility or integration into practice.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is broadly suitable and descriptive. Suggested minor alternative (if the authors prefer greater brevity): "Calotropis gigantea leaf extract suppresses Aphis gossypii and improves chili pepper yield under field conditions."


	

	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 covers objectives, design, major results and conclusions. However, it contains numerical inconsistencies (see main text) and uses unclear units (e.g., LC50 reported as µg L⁻¹ while field application concentrations are g L⁻¹). The abstract should: (a) state the identity of the positive control (active ingredient and dose), (b) give sample sizes (n per plot), (c) clarify the laboratory vs field concentration units, and (d) report key statistics (F or p-values) for important claims.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The experimental concept is sound, but the manuscript contains multiple scientific and technical issues that need correction. Examples:

• Units and concentration inconsistencies: LC50 is reported as 0.513 µg L⁻¹ (very low) while field doses are 5–40 g L⁻¹; clarify whether LC50 is µg mL⁻¹, mg L⁻¹, or other and reconcile laboratory and field doses.

• Rotary evaporator conditions: reported as 40–180 °C and 160–280 rpm. A water bath temperature of 180 °C is unrealistic for solvent evaporation and risks decomposition—please correct and provide the actual operating temperature and vacuum used.

• Formulation details unclear: carrier: extract ratios (1:10, 1:20, 1:30 w/v) are given, but not the final product concentration or how these relate to application concentrations (g L⁻¹). Provide a clear stepwise protocol with yields.

• Positive control missing details: give chemical identity (trade name and active ingredient), application rate, and justification.

• Experimental layout inadequately described: provide plot size, number of plants per plot, buffer zones, exact number of replicates (three is stated, but sampling units per replicate are missing), and dates of applications/sampling.

• Aphid sampling and infestation scoring methods are not specified: describe the counting method (visual, branch sampling), sample unit (leaf/plant), and whether the same plants were repeatedly sampled.

• Statistical analysis: use of independent t-test for diversity indices may be inappropriate given low replication—consider permutation tests or ANOVA-based comparisons with appropriate transformations. Provide assumptions checks (normality/homoscedasticity) and post-hoc test details.

• Natural enemy data: present absolute counts (not just families), sampling effort (trap type/effort, visual counts), and provide species-level or functional-group data where possible.

• Phytochemical characterization absent: no quantification or chemical profiling (e.g., GC-MS, HPLC), preventing standardization and reproducibility.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The literature cited is generally relevant and includes recent publications. However, the reference list is biased toward regional and review studies. I recommend including additional comparative studies on botanical insecticides against aphids (e.g., published LC50s and field efficacy studies), as well as sources on the appropriate statistical treatment of diversity indices and LC50 reporting standards.


	

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


	The manuscript is generally readable but contains grammatical errors, awkward phrasing and several typographical errors. Scientific terminology is sometimes used imprecisely. I recommend professional language editing before resubmission.


	

	Optional/General comments


	Major strengths:

• Topic relevance to IPM and sustainable pest management.

• Combination of laboratory and field evaluations, and inclusion of natural enemy and yield data.

Major weaknesses (items authors must address):

• Resolve unit and concentration inconsistencies; clearly present laboratory LC50 units and relate them to field doses.

• Provide complete, reproducible methods for extraction, formulation, and application (including solvent volumes, evaporation conditions, formulation stability, and final formulation composition).

• Detail experimental layout: plot size, plants/plot, randomization, sample unit, and the exact number of observations per treatment.

• Specify the positive control (active ingredient and dose) and rationale.

• Provide raw data or summary tables with replication (means ± SE), sample sizes, and p-values for all major results.

• Improve statistical analysis: justify tests, show assumption checks, and consider appropriate tests for diversity indices.

• Add phytochemical profiling and quantification (even preliminary) to support claims about active compounds.

• Clarify natural enemy sampling methods and present data at the family/species and functional-group level with appropriate effort-standardization (e.g., number per trap per day).


	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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