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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.


	The paper is dealing with a major issue in potato production where soil-borne pests like Agrotis ipsition and mole crickets cause a substantial loss in yields. The research provides empirical evidence of pest suppression, yield improvement and cost-benefit ratios by assessing different insecticidal treatment regimes in two seasons. The development of integrated pest management (IPM) strategies in potato-based regions cannot be done without such field-based research. The results will be directly used by agronomists, extension agents and farmers in South Asia and other similar agro-climatic regions. Altogether, the manuscript has practical application and can lead to the improvement of sustainable crop protection practices.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is mostly suitable and descriptive. However, it can be made more precise. Suggested alternative:
“Evaluation of Insecticidal Treatment Schedules for Managing Soil Pests and Enhancing Potato Yield”


	

	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 abstract summarizes objectives, methods, results, and conclusions effectively. However:

Some parts are overly detailed (exact percentages for all treatments may be shortened).

It should briefly highlight the practical recommendation (T1 and T2 as most effective) at the end in a farmer/advisor context.

Suggest clarifying that the study was conducted over two rabi seasons in West Bengal, India.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study objectives are appropriate in terms of the experimental design (Randomized Block Design with replications) that is controlled by random error and increases the statistical power. The statistical test, including ANOVA and Multiple Range Test of Duncan is sufficient to identify the differences in treatment, and the economic analysis offers a practical outlook. The data presented therefore supports the conclusions. However:

The description of treatments is inconsistent: as an example, the abstract refers to T1 as thiacloprid + thiamethoxam, but Table 1 refers to the same treatment used with Spiromesifen sprays. This inconsistency should be corrected to maintain clarity and scientificity.

The units must be consistently represented (e.g., g a.i. /ha instead of g a.i. /ha) to prevent confusion and allow comparing the studies.

Although informative, figures and tables could be better formatted, namely, the alignment of the decimal places and the regular display of standard error of the mean (SEM) and F-values, to increase the readability and interpretability.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is sufficient, including both classical and regional research between 1970s and 2019. However, some of the references are older than 20 years and could be supplemented with more recent studies on potato pests control and thiamethoxam/spiromesifen (post-2020 studies in case they exist).

I will suggest the inclusion of recent literature that covers resistance to neonicotinoids and new integrated pest management techniques that can be used in growing potatoes.
	

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


	Overall, the language is understandable but requires moderate editing for grammar and flow. Issues noted:

Repeated long sentences that could be simplified.

Occasional inconsistencies in tense and article usage (“has been conducted” vs. “was conducted”).

Some awkward phrases (e.g., “has been then computed utilizing the below formula”) should be revised to standard scholarly English.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The way the assessment of the damage caused by the tuber was performed is also to be specified, i.e., either visual scoring was used, or it was quantified by weight/number, but both approaches are mentioned.

Although an ethical statement exists, it is still recommended to clearly mention that it complies with the standards of national pesticides applications.

The diagrams used to represent the experimental set up could be improved to make them easier to read.

The warning that refers to the use of artificial intelligence is unusual but reasonable.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (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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