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	PART  1: Review Comments



	Compulsory REVISION comments


	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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. Why do you like (or dislike) this manuscript? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	This manuscript offers valuable insights into the use of acetone leaf extract from Anisomeles malabarica to combat Spodoptera litura, a pest responsible for significant agricultural losses.

The focus on natural alternatives to synthetic pesticides is critical in addressing health and environmental concerns, making this study highly relevant for the scientific community, particularly for those exploring organic farming solutions.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title "Effect of Acetone Leaf Extract of the Malabar Catmint Anisomeles malabarica Linnaeus Against the Tobacco Leaf Caterpillar Spodoptera litura (Fabricius)" is appropriate, as it clearly states the focus 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 provides a good overview of the study, but it could benefit from more detail on the statistical analysis or the broader implications of the results.
	

	Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?
	The subsections and overall structure of the manuscript are well-organized and suitable for a scientific study. Each part, from the introduction to the results, follows a logical flow. The methodology is clearly detailed, ensuring reproducibility.
	

	Please write a few sentences regarding the scientific correctness of this manuscript. Why do you think that this manuscript is scientifically robust and technically sound? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.
	This manuscript is scientifically robust due to its well-documented methods, including the use of acetone extraction and bioassay experiments. The statistical analysis, such as the use of ANOVA and Duncan’s Multiple Range Test, strengthens the validity of the findings. The study also draws from relevant previous research, grounding it in the broader scientific discourse.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.

-
	The references are sufficient and relevant to the topic, but incorporating more recent studies on plant-based pesticides or biocontrol methods would enhance the manuscript's academic depth. You might consider recent literature on organic pest control techniques to ensure the study's 

contextual relevance.
	

	Minor REVISION comments

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


	The language could benefit from minor grammatical corrections to ensure clarity and flow, especially in the abstract and discussion sections.

	

	Optional/General comments


	
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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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