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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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 manuscript addresses a critical and globally relevant problem: the management of diamondback moth (Plutella xylostella), a pest notorious for rapid insecticide resistance development. By systematically evaluating aqueous extracts of 20 medicinal and aromatic plants, the study provides comparative data on eco-friendly alternatives to synthetic insecticides. The findings contribute to sustainable agriculture and integrated pest management (IPM) by identifying locally available botanicals with strong insecticidal and growth-regulating effects. The work is particularly important for regions where resistance, pesticide residues, and environmental safety are major concerns.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is generally suitable and reflects the content of the study
	

	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 is comprehensive and clearly summarizes the background, objective, methodology, key results, and significance of the study. It effectively highlights the most potent plant extracts and their dose-dependent effects.
Optionally, include a short concluding sentence emphasizing the relevance to IPM programs
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound. The experimental design, insect rearing protocol, extraction procedures, bioassay methods, and data recording are appropriate and follow established standards. Results are logically presented and supported by tables, and the discussion adequately relates findings to previous studies. The conclusions are well aligned with the results and do not overstate the outcomes.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are relevant and sufficient to support the study. They include key classical and applied works on P. xylostella, botanical insecticides, and neem-based products. However, most citations are older than 10 years. So, Including a few more recent references (last 5–8 years)
	

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


	The language and English quality are generally suitable.
Minor improvements suggested:
Occasional grammatical corrections (articles, verb agreement).

Reducing repetition and improving sentence flow in the Results and Discussion sections.

Standardizing formatting (e.g., percentages, spacing, italics for scientific names).


	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript presents valuable, well-structured experimental data and has clear practical relevance. With minor improvements in language, title specificity, and inclusion of a few recent references, it would make a strong contribution to the literature on eco-friendly pest management.
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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 detail)

no major ethical issues are evident.
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