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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	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.
	Early shoot borer is still the pest that decides how many tillers a cane crop finally carries in eastern Uttar Pradesh, and week-wise field records from cultivators' plots of that belt are not easily available in print. The manuscript takes up something worth doing by placing autumn plant, spring plant and ratoon crops of the same variety, CoS 8436, on a common standard-week scale, because that is exactly the comparison a grower of the tract has to make before deciding when to start looking for dead hearts.
An incidence calendar of this kind, if worked out dependably, would support threshold-based spraying in place of the fixed-date applications still followed in the area, and the delineation of a 13th to 22nd standard-week susceptible window is a practically useful output.
As the paper stands, however, no treatment-wise result is reported for the second objective at all, and the first rests on means whose method of calculation I could not reconcile with the tables above them. The value of the work therefore remains potential rather than realised, and I have had to judge it on what has been placed before me rather than on what the design promised.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 (Needs Improvement)
The title announces chemical management, but no management observation is reported anywhere in the paper.
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	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 (Needs Improvement)
The abstract carries all eight treatments, the design, the replications and the ETL, and then stops at "was laid out". A reader looking for the efficacy figures will not find any.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 (Needs Improvement)
Seventeen keywords is far too many, and bio-efficacy, cost:benefit ratio and chlorantraniliprole all point to results that are absent.
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 (Satisfactory)
Readable and adequately framed, but the shoot borer literature of the sub-tropical belt is barely touched and the ETL of >10 per cent dead hearts is used throughout without a single supporting source.
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 (Good)
Both objectives are stated plainly at the close of the Introduction.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 (Needs Improvement)
Ten references in all, four of them not on sugarcane. Very little Indian work after 2015 has been consulted, and Pandey and Kumar has been cited with a wrong year.
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 (Needs Improvement)
Section 2.2 states fortnightly observation, yet Tables 1 to 3 give a value for every consecutive standard week. The stated sample of 20 plants also does not fit the values reported. Nothing is said about how the incidence data themselves were analysed.
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A (Not Applicable)
A field study on an insect pest of sugarcane; no clearance requirement arises. My one reporting-related remark is placed under Part 2.2.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 (Needs Improvement)
Table 5 is an empty proforma, and the pooled means of Table 4 do not follow from the columns standing above them.
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 (Needs Improvement)
The figures are numbered and carry their axes, and read well enough. The two remaining points are that Table 4 is captioned 2012-13 although it holds the 2011-12 autumn column, and that Table 5 stands without a single entry.
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 (Needs Improvement)
Section 3.5 discusses what other workers obtained with these molecules in place of what the authors obtained, which is not a discussion of the present study.
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 (Needs Improvement)
The ranking of the three cropping systems is carried into the Conclusion although no suitable comparison supports it, and the economic recommendation held out at the close rests on treatment-wise data that the manuscript does not present.
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1 (Poor)
No limitation is admitted anywhere, not the age of the observations, not the absence of weather records, not the confounding of crop with year.
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable
	2 (Needs Improvement)
Thin in number and partly off-topic (Colorado potato beetle, Diatraea saccharalis), with one year error.
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable
	4 (Good)
The English is clear and reads easily. Only the wording of Section 3.5 needs care, since it can be mistaken for the authors' own findings.
	



PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Is the title of the article suitable?
	NO.
	



	If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	So long as the bio-efficacy observations are not in the paper, the title promises the reader something the paper does not deliver. Either the treatment-wise data of Table 5 are supplied at revision, or the title is brought down to what has actually been recorded, on the lines of "Seasonal incidence of early shoot borer, Chilo infuscatellus (Snellen), in autumn, spring and ratoon planted sugarcane cv. CoS 8436".
Since the whole worth of this paper lies in its being site-specific, the location may also be carried in the title.
	



	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO.
The abstract runs through the eight treatments, the design, the replications and the ETL, and then closes without one figure from that trial. It raises an expectation the paper cannot meet, and the last sentence about a week-wise infestation calendar does not compensate for it.
At revision the abstract should also state the sampling unit and the number of units examined, the number of fields, and the years separately for the three crops, since autumn is 2011-12 while spring and ratoon are 2012-
13. It must say plainly that the three cropping systems were not compared statistically. Until such a comparison exists, the statement that the autumn crop was most susceptible and the ratoon least susceptible should not appear in the abstract.
	



	Is the manuscript scientifically correct?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	NO.
Four points, placed in the order of their weight.
1. The chemical management half of the study is missing.
Table 5 is only a blank recording format, and the authors themselves write in Section 3.5 that the treatment-wise observations were not supplied. With no post-treatment infestation, no yield, no statistical comparison and no cost:benefit figures, the second of the two stated objectives cannot be evaluated at all. Section 3.5 then fills that space with the findings of Shobharani et al. (2018) and others, which tells the reader what was expected rather than what was obtained in these plots. This part must either be completed from the actual field record or withdrawn altogether, along with the corresponding portions of the title, abstract, keywords and conclusion.
This absence carries the greatest weight in my assessment. I would add that the manuscript states only that the observations were not supplied for the present submission; whether the field trial itself was completed cannot be determined from what is before me, and I have not assumed either way.
2. The pooling in Table 4 has to be rechecked.
Where spring or ratoon observations do not exist the cell carries a dash, but the overall mean appears to have been obtained by dividing by three in every row. At SW 8 the autumn value is 0.55 per cent, the other two are dashes, and the overall mean is printed as 0.18, which is 0.55 divided by three. SW 9, SW 10 and SW 27 behave the same way. Missing observations have thus been treated as zeros, and the whole pooled column is pulled downward at both ends of the season. Connected with this, the pooled seasonal average is given as 8.15 per cent, whereas the three cropping-system means of 11.29, 10.55 and 6.18 average 9.34 per cent, and the manuscript does not say which of the two the reader should take.
Kindly also recheck Table 3 at SW 12. The four values 0.00, 3.33, 5.00 and 3.33 give 2.92 per cent across AF, F1, F2 and F3, not the 3.88 per cent printed, and that figure has been carried forward into the ratoon column of Table 4. The rest of Table 3 divides by four correctly, so this appears to be a single slip rather than a systematic one, but it should be traced.
3. The comparison among the three cropping systems rests on no statistical test.
Autumn, spring and ratoon are ranked most to least susceptible on the strength of 11.29, 10.55 and 6.18 per cent, and this ranking is then repeated in the abstract, in Section 3.4 and in the Conclusion. Two of these three means differ by less than one percentage point, and nothing in the manuscript tells the reader whether that difference is real. The nature of the plus-minus figure is also nowhere defined; as computed it looks like the standard error of the week-to-week values across the season, which describes how steeply the curve rises and falls and cannot serve as an error term for comparing one crop with another.
What is needed is an analysis suited to the structure of these data, and I deliberately do not prescribe one. The observations are repeated across standard weeks on the same fields, so the weekly values within a field are not independent of one another, and a simple one-way comparison of three seasonal means would not be the right treatment either. The authors should either apply a method that accounts for repeated observation on the same units, and report it in full, or withdraw the claim that one cropping system is more susceptible than the others and let the three curves stand descriptively.
Whichever course is taken, one limitation has to be stated plainly. The autumn crop belongs to 2011-12 while the spring and ratoon crops belong to 2012-13, so cropping system and year cannot be separated in this dataset. The comparison may therefore not be defensible even after a proper analysis, and the authors should know this before they invest effort in one.
4. The dataset is old for a paper that ends in a present-day management recommendation.
The observations belong to the 2011-12 and 2012-13 seasons and are therefore roughly thirteen to fifteen years old at the time of this review, and no reason is given anywhere for the delay in publication. Age by itself does not disqualify a seasonal-incidence record,
and such data keep their worth as a location-specific
	



	
	baseline if they are presented as one. The difficulty is that this paper carries those old observations forward into present-day IPM practice and into a specific set of insecticides, and that step is nowhere established.
The authors should confirm the present label position of each of the eight treatments on sugarcane against the current CIB&RC schedule, since fenpropathrin, quinalphos and chlorpyriphos in particular need checking; should give a source for the ETL of >10 per cent dead hearts and show that it is still the accepted figure; and should argue, rather than assume, that a 2011-13 incidence calendar still holds for this tract after a decade of shifting temperature and rainfall pattern.
Other points that need attention:
(a) Section 2.2 says observations were taken at fortnightly intervals, but Tables 1 to 3 give a value for every consecutive standard week. One of the two is wrong and the correct interval must be stated.
(b) The sample is stated as 20 randomly selected plants, yet the values reported for a single field are multiples of 1.66 per cent, which corresponds to one unit out of sixty. The actual number examined per field per date should be given. It should also be made clear whether the unit was the plant or the tiller, because Section 2.2 counts plants and then works the percentage on tillers.
(c) No weather data are presented, although both the Introduction and Section 3.4 build on temperature and relative humidity. For a seasonal incidence paper of this type the standard-week weather record and its correlation with infestation are normally expected, and their absence weakens the explanatory part of the Discussion.
(d) The trial of Section 2.3 is not tied to any crop or year. It should be stated on which of the three crops it was superimposed, in which season, on what dates the applications were made in relation to the ETL crossing, and how many applications were given.
(e) The explanation offered for the lower ratoon incidence, namely lower pest carry-over in a stubble-borne crop, runs against the usual position that stubble and trash retain borer carry-over into the ratoon. If the authors wish to keep this explanation they must support it; the alternative explanation they themselves offer, faster early tillering of an established root system, is the more defensible one.
(f) Pandey, S.K. and Kumar, R. is dated 2019 in the reference list, but the volume, issue, pages and DOI given all belong to the 2014 issue of the Indian Journal of Agricultural Research. Kindly correct the year.
(g) Table 4 is captioned 2012-13 although the autumn column in it belongs to 2011-12. The caption should carry both seasons.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent?
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO.
Ten references in all, and of these, Adusei and Azupio (2022), da Silva et al. (2013), Kovarikova and Pavela (2019) and Leach et al. (2025) deal with neem chemistry, Diatraea saccharalis, Colorado potato beetle and threshold-based management in general. That leaves a very small base of work directly on this pest, which is not proportionate to a paper claiming both a seasonal incidence calendar and a chemical management recommendation.
For a manuscript on C. infuscatellus in the sub-tropical belt, the recent Indian literature deserves to be brought in: the Karnal work on population dynamics of the pest on CoH and CoS varieties in relation to weather, the Salem study on seasonal variation of the pest along with its tachinid parasitoid, and the more recent bio-efficacy trials of fipronil and of the diamides on sugarcane from Bihar, West Bengal and eastern Uttar Pradesh. Comparable incidence work from the Faizabad and adjoining tracts should also be traced and used, since the authors' main claim is a location-specific one.
The year of Pandey and Kumar needs correction as noted above. Every reference should be checked once more against the source before resubmission.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	NO, in the sense of ethical clearance.
This is a field study on an insect pest of sugarcane, no approval requirement arises, and both the competing-interest and the AI-use declarations are present.
One matter of scientific reporting should still be placed on record. It is a question of clarity, not of conduct. Section 3.5 sits inside Results and Discussion under the
heading "Bio-efficacy of insecticidal treatments against
	



	
	shoot borer", and the paragraph below that heading reports, in the past tense, which molecules recorded the lowest dead-heart incidence and the highest reduction over control. That material comes from published trials by other workers and it is attributed to them, so nothing is concealed. Standing where it does, however, in the place the authors' own treatment results should occupy, it can be read as the outcome of the present trial. Findings of other workers belong in the discussion of the authors' own results, not as a substitute for them.
The clean correction is to withdraw Section 3.5 and Table 5 until the field record is in hand.
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