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	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.


	The article requires revisions to address these concerns and provide more detailed information about the methodology, results, and conclusions. Specifically:

- Clarify the whitefly population counting procedure

- Justify the choice of 10 DAS for counting whitefly populations

- Describe the plant stage during treatment application

- Address concerns about data originality and provide more context about the experimental design

- Further investigate the effect of Imidacloprid on natural enemy populations and consider alternative explanations

By addressing these concerns, the article can be improved to provide more accurate and reliable information.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	No
EFFECT OF SPIROTETRAMAT INSECTICIDE AGAINST RUGOSE SPIRALING WHITEFLY (Aleurodicus rugioperculatus M.) ON OIL PALM
	

	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.


	The content of Abstract is good.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The article requires significant revisions to address several concerns:

1. Whitefly Population Counting Procedure: The article should provide a detailed explanation of the procedure used for counting whitefly populations, including any specific techniques employed.

2. Counting Whitefly Population at 10 DAS: The article should justify why whitefly populations were only counted at 10 DAS and not at later stages (e.g., 20 or 30 DAS). This might be related to the specific growth stage of the plant or the treatment application.

3. Plant Stage During Treatment Application: The article should clearly describe the stage of plant growth when treatments were applied (e.g., flowering, fruiting, or vegetative growth). This information is crucial for understanding the potential impact of treatments on plant development and whitefly populations.

4. Natural Enemy Population Trends: The similar trends in Encarsia spp. populations per tree in both years raise concerns about data originality. However, it's also possible that the experimental design and conditions were consistent across both years, resulting in similar trends.

5. Effect of Imidacloprid on Natural Enemies: The data showed that Imidacloprid may not have significantly affected the natural enemy population, which could indicate resistance. However, alternative explanations, such as the timing of application should also be considered.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Reference up to date, only need to add some more references in discussion portion
	

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


	English quality of the article is suitable
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