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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.
	Legume pod borer, Maruca vitrata Fabricus. (Lepidoptera: Crambidae), is one of the most nefarious pest on legumes. It infest the reproductive parts by webbings and cause yield with up to 72%. It has been reported as a major pest on greengram. As a hidden pest it is very difficult to manage them. Hence chemical may be one of the effective tools to overcome this pest damage. In this context the present study has the significance to evaluate the promising pesticides against this pest.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The title may be changed as “Efficacy of selective insecticides against the spotted pod borer Maruca vitrata Fabricius (Lepidoptera: Crambidae) on green gram [Vigna radiata (L.) Wilczek]”
	

	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. But, some suggestion are given
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, but the author can elaborate the experimental results and discussed with some more references. The author is having more scope to improve the manuscript by discussing points with the experimental results obtained
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The experimental results and discussions are to be supported with few more recent valid references

For instance, DOI can be included to get traceability
	

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

	Optional/General comments


	Introduction

· More focus is needed on Maruca vitrata with some recent reliable literatures rather the significant importance of green gram
Materials and Methods:
· Dose of each treatment have to be included in the Methodology and especially in Table.

· Generally, M. vitrata larvae damage their host crop by making webbings of flowers and pods and thereby causing huge economic loss indirectly than their direct feeding. The author has mentioned that both eggs and larval population alone considered for damage assessment. The live and dry webbing are to be considered to get the correct data on this insect damage. So, these points have to be addressed in the manuscript.

· Also in a plot size of 3 x 2 m with a spacing of 30 x 10 cm, approximately 200 plants may be expected. In that selecting only 5 plants per plot. Since, on 5 plants alone taking observations in the subsequent times will not give reliable data 

· When the first spray was done (i.e. age of the crop). This would give an idea about the right time of pesticide application
Results and Discussion:

The author has compared the efficacy of individual treatments with the control. Instead the per cent increase in efficacy of treatments over the control would give clear idea to the readers about treatments

This can be calculated through Corrected per cent mortality of larvae in each treatment using the formula given by Henderson and Tilton (1955)

                                                    Ta - Cb

Per cent mortality  = 100 x 1 - —————

                                                    Tb - Ca

Where,

Tb = number of pest observed before treatment, 

Ta = number of pest observed after treatment, 
Cb = number of pest observed from untreated control plot before treatment, 
Ca = number of pest observed from untreated control plot after treatment.
Tables and Figures:

· The author has not separated the mean based on the CD value. This will give the significance of differences among different treatments. It also make the readers to take more time on finding the significant test results when looking the table
· If any specific design was used by replicating the treatments, the author can separate the means using appropriate statistical analysis. Instead only the CV and CD values are alone given.
· Standard error may be included on mean values of each treatment to know the accuracy

· As per journal guidelines, Competing Interest, Disclaimer (If any) and Acknowledgment should be given by the author. 

· The References seem to be old and some recent references may be added with DOI and especially from UPJOZ
· Overall, the author have to read some good articles to get more knowledge on scientific writing and especially the discussion 
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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