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PART  1: Review Comments 
 
 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) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
Although the research is of relevant importance for pest control, taking into account the process evidenced in the 
document, I consider that it does not have sufficient scientific rigor to be published. 
Among the aspects that present the greatest problems, the following stand out: Qualitative phytochemical 
characterization tests are carried out, pointing out some possible compounds because they are commonly found in 
plants, however, there is no analytical test that allows an approach to evidence such compounds 
The methodology of the qualitative tests (phenols and tannins) do not correspond to the referenced procedures 
The calibration curves for tannins and phenols present a correlation coefficient that is too low, which translates into a 
large error in the prediction of the results. 
The precise methodology to calculate the percentage of antifeedant activity is not specified 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

Some results do not correspond to reality, for example, they indicate that in the glycerin extract the consumption of 
the corn leaf was 34.86 cm2, but the leaf only averaged 28 cm2 

On several occasions they write the scientific names without using italics 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

If they are going to quantitatively measure the extracts, there is no need to do the qualitative tests 
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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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