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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 is of great importance to the scientific community as it provides systematic and up-to-date ethnobotanical documentation on the use of forest plants as biopesticides in eastern and north-eastern India. This region has been underrepresented in scientific literature. The findings of this research enrich the knowledge base on biodiversity and local wisdom, while bridging traditional knowledge with modern research needs in the development of sustainable biopesticides. Furthermore, this manuscript opens up opportunities for further research in phytochemistry, toxicology, and formulation technology to support the scientific validation and standardisation of products derived from biological resources. Thus, this study contributes directly to the development of sustainable agriculture, reducing dependence on synthetic pesticides, and efforts to conserve biodiversity and empower local communities.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, In general, the article title is relevant and appropriate to the manuscript's content because it reflects the primary focus of the research: the use of Indian forest plants as biopesticides and their potential added value. The title is also clear in indicating a natural resource-based approach and a sustainability context. However, for the benefit of the international scientific community, the title could be refined to be more specific, informative, and reflective of the research's ethnobotanical methods and geographical scope.
	

	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.


	Yes, The abstract of this article is comprehensive and robust, covering all the key elements expected in a scientific abstract: background, research objectives, methods used, main findings, and the implications and relevance of the research results. In general, the abstract provides a comprehensive overview of the manuscript's content and its contribution to the fields of biopesticides and ethnobotany.

However, it would be stronger if the research objectives were stated explicitly, the main findings were emphasised, and the implications section was formulated more clearly. These improvements would enhance the readability of the abstract and clarify the article's scientific contribution to the academic community and practitioners of sustainable agriculture.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, Overall, this manuscript is scientifically sound and structured in accordance with the principles of research in ethnobotany and biopesticides. The scientific framework is clear, the logical flow between sections is coherent, and the arguments are consistent with the data and references used. No claims were found that contradict mainstream scientific knowledge. It would be more scientifically robust to add a short paragraph in the discussion section that emphasises the research's limitations (e.g., geographical restrictions and the absence of laboratory bioassays). Some general claims could be condensed to maintain focus on the research's main contributions.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, in general, the bibliography in this manuscript is sufficient and relevant, with references of high quality and novelty. The references used include reputable international journals, classic ethnobotanical reference books, and recent review articles that support the theoretical and empirical basis of the research. However, there are still citations from 2017, 2016, 2014, and 2009, which should be replaced with more recent articles.

	

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


	Yes, in general, the quality of English in this article is quite suitable for scholarly communication. The sentence structure, choice of technical vocabulary, and writing style used are in line with international scientific article standards, particularly in the fields of ethnobotany and agricultural science. Technical terms are used consistently and can be clearly understood by academic readers across disciplines. 

Although the manuscript is already quite understandable, light editing by a native English speaker or a language editing service would improve its fluency and ensure full compliance with reputable journal standards.
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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? 


	No, there are not ethical issues in this manuscript
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