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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

1.

5.

6.

Is the manuscript important for scientific community?
(Please write few sentences on this manuscript)

Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?
Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct?

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

(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to provide

additional suggestions/comments)

1. Yes, the article is important to the scientific community because:

1.1 presents a biological combating solution that can replace the polluting and dangerous
chemical solution;

1.2 presents a solution of theoretical and practical handling of the biological rhythm of the
species used against the parasites, using as operating parameters temperature and storage
time;

1.3 presents a challenge for modelling the biological action of wasps against pests;

2. The title of the article is suitable.

3. The abstract of the article comprehensive.

4. The subsections and structure of the manuscript are appropriate.

5. The article can be improved by:

5.1 English control with the text editor or alternative programs (eg Grammarly Free or Higher
version);

5.2 Improvement of scientific language and expression;

5.3 There are two potentially explained abbreviations.

6. The references are sufficient and recent, but:

6.1 1did not find the citation in the text of the manuscript of two works.

Minor REVISION comments

1.

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

No, see 5.1, 5.2.

Optional/General comments

Some suggestions are given to the reviewer authors at the end of the reviewed manuscript.
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