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PART 1(Importance of the manuscript) 


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 crucial, field-based data on pesticide use practices in a neglected but economically important crop (sesame) in Burkina Faso. It uniquely combines a qualitative assessment of farmer knowledge and practices with a quantitative evaluation of treatment pressure using the Treatment Frequency Index (TFI). The findings highlight significant gaps in training, safety, and regulatory compliance, offering a valuable baseline for policymakers, agricultural extension services, and researchers aiming to promote sustainable and safer agricultural practices in West African smallholder systems.
	



PART  2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	


	[bookmark: _GoBack]
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Good
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Good
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Good
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Good
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Good
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Satisfactory

The literature review is relevant, but could be strengthened by including more recent studies (post-2022) on pesticide use and TFI application in similar West African contexts.
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Satisfactory

The methodology is generally appropriate. However, the justification for the sample size (n=34 for survey, n=15 for TFI) is not provided. A brief statement on power analysis or rationale for these numbers would strengthen this section.
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Good

The methodology mentions informed consent through interviews in local languages. This is sufficient.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Satisfactory

The results are clearly presented in text and tables. However, the presentation of the TFI data in Table 3 is overly complex and contains formatting errors (e.g., 3x, 4x). This needs to be simplified and formatted correctly for clarity.
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Satisfactory

The figures and tables are relevant. The map (Fig. 1) is good. However, Table 3 is very dense and difficult to interpret. The authors should consider summarizing the TFI results (e.g., mean, range, % over/under) in a simpler table and moving the detailed per-farm data to a supplementary file.
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Good

The discussion effectively relates the findings to previous studies in Burkina Faso and the region, which is a significant strength of the manuscript.
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Good

The conclusions are well-supported by the data presented. They accurately reflect the findings of poor practices and moderate pesticide pressure.
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Needs Improvement

The study does not explicitly discuss its limitations. Key limitations such as the small sample size, the potential for recall bias in the survey, and the single-season data collection should be acknowledged.
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Good

The references are relevant and sufficient in number, covering key regional studies.
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Satisfactory

The manuscript is generally understandable, but the English language requires careful editing to improve grammar, sentence structure, and readability (e.g., "resort to the use", "confirms that 33.33% of all pesticides used are not registered").
	






PART  2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

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


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the title is clear, accurate, and well-formulated.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the abstract is comprehensive and well-structured, covering the aim, methodology, key results, and conclusion.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The scientific approach is sound, but there are minor issues. The TFI formula in the methodology (Section 2.2.3) appears to have an error: TFI = (DA / DH) × (St / ST). The factor (St/ST) would be 1 if the whole field is treated. Typically, TFI is simply DA/DH for a treatment. The authors should clarify if they calculated a "field-level" TFI or if they meant to use a standard formula.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the references are sufficient and reasonably recent, though including a few more from the last 2-3 years would enhance the literature review.
	





	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	This is a valuable study that addresses a critical gap. The major concerns are the clarity of the TFI methodology, the complexity of Table 3, and the need for language editing. A major revision is recommended to address these points. The small sample size is a limitation, but the study provides important preliminary data that warrants publication after revision.



	





PART  3: 
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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