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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.


	
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
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	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.


	
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
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	Optional/General comments


	Comments
Materials and Methods
· Numbering issue: Change "1.2" to "2.2" to follow the correct sequence.
· Were plants authenticated or identified by a botanist? Mention voucher specimen if applicable.
· Be consistent in using "extracts" or "samples", not both interchangeably.
· Specify how IC50 was calculated (regression model? Software used?).
· Mention how replicates were chosen and why the sample size (900 plants) is statistically valid.
· Mention which version of R was used.
· Explain why Tukey and Dunn tests were chosen.
Result
· Nowhere is it explicitly mentioned what "+" and "–" indicate.
· “CI50” and “IC50” are inconsistently used
· No mention of whether antioxidant data were statistically analyzed.
· Use of "Not" in the table under "Somnolence" and "Mortality" is unclear.
· Clarify what “from” means in cells like "13±3from".
· Revise the wording “no noticeable impact” to “no statistically significant effect (p > 0.05)”.
Discussion
· Some key data points from tables (e.g., which extract was most effective on which pest and how much reduction occurred) are not explicitly mentioned in the discussion.
· No mention of the differences between varieties (Clemson vs Hiré) — yet tables clearly show that extract effectiveness sometimes differed between them.
· No mention about which pests responded best to which extract (e.g., was Podagrica decolorata most susceptible to aqueous neem or Hyptis?).
· While mechanisms are covered, they are not always directly linked to the specific extract- pest pairs.
· Provide quantitative support if you have DPPH or antioxidant values: “The IC₅₀ value of hydroethanolic Hyptis + tomato was X μg/mL, indicating high antioxidant potential.”
· No mention of the actual Table 3 results (e.g., no mortality, no abnormal behavior).
· No mention of dose-response relationship or discussion of whether toxicity might occur at higher doses or over longer exposure.
· State clearly if the botanical extracts were as effective as, or less/more effective than the chemical pesticide.
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