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PART 1: Comments

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

	
	
	Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments
	
	

	
	
	are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	
	

	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 holds significance for the scientific community as it provides valuable insights into the sublethal and lethal impacts of commonly used agrochemicals on Porcellio scaber, a key decomposer in   terrestrial   ecosystems.   By   linking   fecundity,   moulting,   and longevity to chemical exposure, the study contributes to our understanding  of  how soil  invertebrates  respond  to  environmental stressors.   Such   findings   are   crucial   for   ecotoxicology,   risk assessment, and sustainable agricultural practices. Moreover, the research highlights the broader ecological implications of pesticide
use  on  non-target  soil  organisms,  which  are  often  overlooked  in
regulatory frameworks.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The  current  title  is  appropriate  but  could  be  more  concise  and focused. A clearer alternative might be:
“Effects of Agrochemicals on Fecundity, Moulting, and Lifespan in
Porcellio scaber”.
	

	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  generally  informative  but  lacks  specific  data  and clarity on methodology. It would benefit from briefly mentioning the agrochemicals tested and key quantitative results. Adding a concise concluding  statement  on  ecological  implications  is  also recommended.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound. It follows standard experimental protocols, uses appropriate statistical analyses (e.g., ANOVA, probit  analysis),  and presents results  that  are consistent with the data. However, minor clarifications in methodology and improved language precision would enhance its scientific clarity.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them
	The references are relevant but mostly outdated, with limited sources from the past decade. Including more recent studies (post-2010) on agrochemical impacts and soil invertebrate ecotoxicology would strengthen the literature base. Updated references will enhance the
	







	in the review form.
	study’s relevance and scientific rigor.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	The language of the article is generally understandable but not fully suitable for scholarly communication in its current form. It contains grammatical errors, awkward phrasing, and occasional repetition. A thorough language edit is recommended to improve clarity, precision, and academic tone.
	

	Optional/General comments
	This study addresses an important and often overlooked aspect of ecotoxicology by evaluating the sublethal effects of agrochemicals on a key soil organism. The experimental design is appropriate, and the findings are relevant to both environmental science and agricultural sustainability. With improvements in language quality, updated references, and a more concise abstract, the manuscript has strong
potential for publication.

Justification:
The manuscript presents relevant and well-structured scientific research with valid methodology and significant ecological implications. 
•            Language and grammar for scholarly clarity.
•            Updated references to reflect recent developments.
•	Abstract improvement with specific data  and  clear conclusions.
•            Minor methodological clarifications.
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
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