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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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.
	The study addresses gastropod pests in the Egyptian Delta, testing low-cost, non-toxic baits and traps as alternatives to chemical molluscicides. While practically useful for local farmers, its scientific novelty is limited, largely confirming prior Egyptian findings without advancing broader conceptual insights.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
The title is too broad and promises a foraging-behavior study; the actual work is applied bait/trap evaluation and monitoring in two Egyptian species
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1
It is disorganized, contains grammatical errors and awkward machine-translated phrasing ("cruel rate of pulled in snails"), lacks a clear objective statement at the start, and mixes objectives into the closing sentences. No statistical support is reported.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
Relevant terms are present, but "foraging behavior" is missing and would better reflect the title.
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
The introduction is brief, relies on old citations, and does not clearly frame a knowledge gap or justify novelty.
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
Objectives appear only at the end of the introduction/abstract, are convoluted, and no hypotheses are stated.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1
Mostly local theses and older references; few sources from the last five years and little international literature.
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
The general design is reasonable, but replication, randomization, and especially statistical analysis are inadequately described. No statistical tests, error terms, or significance levels are reported anywhere.
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
Results and Discussion are merged, figures numbers are sometimes inconsistent (e.g., text says black honey was highest attractant, yet also refers to "sugarcane syrup" which is not among the five listed baits).
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


	2
All figures need improvement for their presentation; tables contain RTL-formatting artifacts, a typo ("o.67"), and no statistical annotation (no SE, no letters for significance).
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
Comparisons to prior studies are made, but they are descriptive and repetitive rather than analytical.
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
Some conclusions overreach given the absence of statistical testing; "not significantly different" is claimed without a reported test.
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
A limitations section is present and candid (it even acknowledges missing statistics and figure/table errors).
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	2
The reference is adequate in number but dominated by dated, local, non-indexed sources; lacking of internationally indexed and recent references.
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	1
Extensive grammatical errors, awkward phrasing, and apparent machine-translation artifacts throughout ("beneath research facility conditions," "momentous increment within the cruel rate")
	



PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

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


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	Not as written. Suggest something specific, e.g., "Evaluation of non-toxic baits and traps for monitoring and control of two land snail species (Monacha obstructa, Eobania vermiculata) in Egyptian agro-ecosystems."
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	Rewrite as a structured abstract (objective  methods key quantitative results with statistics conclusion), correct all language errors, and remove the objective statement from the end. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	The manuscript is partly scientifically correct. The core observations are plausible, but the manuscript needs statistical analysis (ANOVA/means separation, correlation coefficients with p-values), resolution of the "sugarcane syrup vs. black honey/molasses" naming inconsistency, verification of species names (e.g., Cochlicella acuta, M. cantiana), and completion of all figures. Reduction formula (Henderson–Tilton) is used but applied to attractant baits, which needs justification.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	Sufficient in count but not recent. Add international, peer-reviewed, indexed sources from the last 5–10 years and reduce reliance on unpublished local theses.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	No serious ethical concerns. AI-use and competing-interests declarations are present, and invertebrate pest work generally requires no animal-ethics approval. The only integrity-adjacent issues are language/data inconsistencies and unverified claims of statistical significance, which are quality rather than ethics problems.
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