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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.
	This manuscript is valuable because it provides location- and season-specific seasonal-incidence data for the destructive sugarcane pest Chilo infuscatellus across autumn, spring, and ratoon cropping systems — a comparison not well documented for this agro-climatic zone. It translates this data into a practical, week-wise ETL-based spray window (13th–22nd standard week), giving growers an actionable alternative to calendar-based insecticide use. The comparative susceptibility findings (autumn most vulnerable, ratoon least) also add useful evidence for cropping-system-based pest risk planning in similar sugar-growing regions.
Note: Table 5 (insecticide bio-efficacy results) is still blank in the manuscript, worth completing before submission.

	



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
	NA
	

	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
	NA
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	NA
	

	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
	NA
	

	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
	NA
	

	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
	NA
	

	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
	NA
	

	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
	NA
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	NA
	

	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


	NA
	

	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
	NA
	

	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
	NA
	

	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
	NA
	

	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
	NA
	

	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
	NA
	



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?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	Suggested title:
"Seasonal Incidence of Early Shoot Borer, Chilo infuscatellus (Snellen), in Autumn, Spring and Ratoon Planted Sugarcane (Saccharum officinarum L.), with a Proposed Framework for Chemical Management"
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	No
the abstract is not fully comprehensive.

(a) complete the insecticidal trial and add 1–2 sentences summarizing the best-performing treatment, per cent reduction over control, yield advantage, and cost: benefit ratio; or (b) if that data isn't yet available, revise the abstract to explicitly frame the insecticidal component as an established trial framework awaiting outcome data, rather than implying results were obtained.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	not fully, as it currently stands.
(a) complete the insecticidal evaluation trial and populate Table 5 with real field data before submission, or (b) if that isn't feasible, restructure the manuscript to focus solely on the seasonal-incidence study (which is complete and sound), and clearly reframe the insecticidal trial as proposed/ongoing future work
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	the reference list does include several recent citations (2022, 2024, 2025), it is quite old
Expand the reference list with additional recent (last 5 years) studies
	

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

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

	The authors should either complete the insecticidal trial and report genuine results, or transparently revise the title, abstract, and conclusion to describe the insecticidal component as a proposed/ongoing framework rather than a completed part of the study. Section 3.5 should be clearly relabeled (e.g., "expected trends based on published literature") to avoid any impression that these are the study's own results
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