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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.


	There is no doubt that this work is important for the scientific community. Here are some practical considerations that give it relevance.

+ In principle, the use of biological insecticides is part of a cleaner approach to environmental control, so using this type of input to generate an insecticide would improve environmental conditions.

+ A study that provides natural insecticides will always be preferred over inorganic insecticides. When it comes to aphids, this becomes relevant since they are a key pest responsible for the generation of plant diseases and crop losses worldwide.

+ Without a doubt, the alternative use of species such as guava and algae provides new results for safe use in the generation of new insecticides.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title, "Evaluation of the efficacy of seaweed and guava leaf extracts in controlling aphid populations: a comparative study" seems to me to be a correct title.
	

	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 has 336 words, not including keywords. Keywords are only 4 and must be at least 6. The abstract is divided into the following sections:

Objectives: It should not have an introductory section or a statement of methodology. Therefore, it is written only as an objective and not with background information or paragraphs describing the method.

Study design: This is correct.

Location and duration of the study: This should be included in the methodology, as should the study design.

Methodology: The methodology is stated in the other paragraphs. The entire methodology should be stated in a single section and not in others where it does not apply.

Results: They are coherent, but at the end there is a paragraph that is identical to the conclusions.

Conclusion: The conclusions are presented as results, so they must address the objective.

Keywords: These should be more than 4.

It is suggested that the abstract be written in a single line, rather than in paragraphs, with each section divided into sections.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, it seems to me that it has a good structure

There is a table, Table 1. Grouping of information using the Tukey method and 95% confidence intervals – Time intervals. Consider that the study should be conducted with a greater number of repetitions since only one event does not demonstrate such significance.
Point number 4, the conclusions are not stated in the summary presented at the beginning
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	There are 27 references. I believe the references should be even more recent. I consider that at least 60 references should be present, with recent years from 2020 to 2025.
The references are insufficient; on the contrary, they are missing. I suggest you search for relevant and up-to-date information on MDPI and ELSEVIER.
	

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


	The manuscript has an acceptable level of English but can be adapted to the academic environment.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This study was conducted over 72 hours. Consider that at least two more repetitions could be performed to ensure the study is reliable.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

NO
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