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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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.


	The manuscript addresses an important and relevant topic concerning the development of a spectrophotometric method for the detection of ethylene bis-dithiocarbamate (EBDC) pesticide residues in vegetables. The study is methodologically sound, with clear objectives, detailed experimental design, and robust validation results. However, the manuscript requires revisions to improve clarity, address minor inconsistencies, and enhance the discussion of results.
Strengths:
1. The objective is well-defined and relevant to current food safety concerns.

2. The methodology is comprehensively described, enabling reproducibility.

3. Validation parameters (LOD, LOQ, precision, recovery) are thoroughly addressed and meet standard guidelines.

4. The results are presented in an organized manner with appropriate use of tables and figures.

Weaknesses:
1. The introduction contains repetitive information that could be streamlined.

2. Some sentences lack clarity and require grammatical corrections.

3. The discussion section needs improvement to better contextualize findings with existing literature.

4. The conclusion could briefly address potential real-world applications of the proposed method.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is clear and descriptive, but consider simplifying for better readability.


	

	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.


	· Clarify the detection and quantification limits in a more concise manner.

· Highlight the novelty of the chromogenic reagent more explicitly.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	· Verify the consistency of reference formatting.

· Ensure all citations in the text match the reference list.


	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
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	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
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	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
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Serious Major revision: (>5-7)
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Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
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