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	1: Review Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s feedback 

	Compulsory REVISION comments

1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community?

      (Please write few sentences on this manuscript)

2. Is the title 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. 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)


	The article is not scientifically articulated. As leaf rollers are major pest of rice. The concentration in literature was increased ten times.
Suggested title: Efficacy of Chlorantraniliprole in combination with lambdacyhalothrin (Ampligo 150 ZC) against the leaf folder, Cnaphalocrocis medinalis (Guenee) in rice field

No. the method section is deficient as well as the result section. No conclusion or implication stated at the end of the manuscript. Please add up information.
Introduction is too brief. The biology of the pest is lacking, the host range and already establish infestation in Asia. The method section is scanty and information on what was done wasn’t elucidated. Information used to back up results are scanty. Results are well presented but should be well discussed.
Not sufficient

Consider adding up recent studies so readers will appreciate your study.  Apart from the result, other sections are scanty.

Please refer to the article for comments.
Statistical analysis is poorly written. I see treatments 1 to 7 on graphs but nothing written in the method section. 

If authors had different formulation of concentrations then Lethal treatments and time is important. 


	

	Minor REVISION comments


	See article

	

	Optional comments
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	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)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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