EDITORIAL COMMENTS FORM 

	EDITORIAL COMMENT’S on revised paper (if any)
	Authors’ response to editor’s comments

	1. Figures 1 and 2 should be improved to make them clearer and more readable.
2. Since this is a review paper, I recommend including more recent references.
3. The Results section should be further enriched and discussed in greater detail.

	We thank the editor for the constructive feedback on our revised manuscript. We have carefully addressed all the comments as follows:

1.Figures 1 and 2 should be improved to make them clearer and more readable.

We have completely redesigned Figure 1 from a complex, decorative infographic style to a clean, academic-appropriate circular framework diagram, and removed the redundant Figure 2. The major improvements include:

Simplified design approach: Replaced the original ornate layout with excessive decorative elements and cartoon-style icons with a streamlined circular design that prioritizes scientific content over visual embellishment. Enhanced academic presentation: Adopted a professional three-sector layout (Extraction Technology, Biological Activities, Active Components) with muted color schemes appropriate for scholarly publication. Improved data presentation: Consolidated key quantitative findings (UP-MAHD yield: 5.79 mg/g, enzyme-assisted improvement: 32%, repellent efficacy: 88% at 360 min) in clearly readable format. Eliminated visual clutter: Removed non-essential graphical elements that distracted from the core research framework while maintaining the logical flow from extraction to bioactivity to component analysis.

The transformation from the original complex infographic to the current focused academic figure significantly improves readability and professional presentation standards..

2.Since this is a review paper, I recommend including more recent references.

We have expanded the reference list from 30 to 40 citations, adding 10 recent publications (2021-2025) to strengthen the manuscript's currency. The new references specifically include: Devrnja et al. (2022) on plant essential oils as potent bioinsecticides, Nirmal et al. (2021) and Yusoff et al. (2022) on emerging extraction technologies including ultrasound-assisted methods, Shrirame et al. (2022) on supercritical CO₂ extraction optimization, Cai et al. (2022) on microwave-assisted extraction kinetics, Didion et al. (2024) on novel deep eutectic solvents for green extraction, Won and Kwon (2024) on green extraction technologies for bioactive compounds, Niu et al. (2024) on essential oil efficacy against Thrips flavus, You et al. (2023) on synergistic mechanisms of perilla components against Tribolium castaneum, and Sarmah et al. (2025) on innovative formulation strategies for botanical insecticides.

3.The Results section should be further enriched and discussed in greater detail.

We have expanded the discussion in each major section to provide more comprehensive analysis of comparative advantages and limitations of different extraction methods, quantitative structure-activity relationships of key compounds, mechanism of action for each biological activity type, and implications for commercial development and regulatory approval.

We believe these revisions have significantly improved the manuscript's clarity, currency, and scholarly depth.
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