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

2. lIs thetitle of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?

4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?

5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct?

6. Arethe 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)

Minor REVISION comments

1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly

communications?

Optional/General comments

1- All modifications to the sentences | wrote in the manuscript in red color

2- In MATERIAL AND METHODS
- The concentrations of each compound used must be mentioned

- The year of the SPSS program used in the statistical analysis must be mentioned, and figure 1.
must be placed in the results not in the statistical analysis Paragraph.

4- In RESULTS and DISCUSSION:

- The paragraph that begins with (The data showed that treatment ...., etc., must be completely
worded because it is incorrect.

- In Table 1., the standard error value must be written directly next to the number and not in a
separate column, like for example 15.00 + 6.02

* In general, the results in the manuscript are very poor. It would have been preferable to
calculate the mortality rates of the borer to clarify the actual effect of the tested compounds
against the borer. It is a dangerous pest and the subject of the manuscript is important so |
think it would have deserved more precise work and results that were not brief, as | found in
the manuscript.

*In the reference, arrange the authors correctly alphabetically
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Reviewer's comment

IAuthor’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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