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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 provides useful seasonal-incidence data for Chilo infuscatellus in autumn, spring, and ratoon-planted sugarcane and may support ETL-based pest management. However, the chemical-management component is not supported by results, and several
numerical/statistical issues require correction before publication.

	



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
	Rating: 2 – Needs Improvement.
The title includes ‘Chemical Management,’ but no management results are presented. Add the complete trial data or revise the title to
reflect seasonal incidence only.
	

	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
	Rating: 2 – Needs Improvement.
The abstract describes an insecticidal trial without efficacy, yield, or cost:benefit results. Remove unsupported claims and define the ±
measure.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 – Satisfactory.
The 16 keywords are excessive. Reduce them to journal requirements and remove terms not supported by the reported results.
	

	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
	Rating: 3 – Satisfactory.
The background is adequate, but some broad claims need citations and the management emphasis should match the actual results.
	

	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
	Rating: 3 – Satisfactory.
The objectives are clear, but Objective (ii) on chemical management is not fulfilled by the Results.
	

	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
	Rating: 3 – Satisfactory.
The literature is relevant but limited. Add more studies on seasonal incidence of C. infuscatellus and standardize reference formatting.
	

	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
	Rating: 2 – Needs Improvement.
Clarify replication/statistical units, define ± (SD or SE), and provide appropriate inferential analysis for crop comparisons. The insecticidal trial lacks results.
	

	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
	Rating: N/A.
No human or vertebrate-animal subjects were involved; formal ethical approval is not applicable.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs
	Rating: 2 – Needs Improvement.
Management results are absent, and several calculations need
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	Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	correction (e.g., spring SW19 and SW26; ratoon SW12 and F3
average). Explain how the pooled mean of 8.15% was derived.
	

	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
	Rating: 2 – Needs Improvement.
Tables 1–4 need numerical verification; Table 5 is only an empty template. Correct the Table 4 year caption and define figure error bars/statistical measures.
	

	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
	Rating: 3 – Satisfactory.
The incidence findings are related to prior studies, but Section 3.5 discusses published insecticide efficacy without corresponding data from this 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
	Rating: 2 – Needs Improvement.
Incidence conclusions are supported, but management/economic conclusions are not supported by the presented data.
	

	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
	Rating: 1 – Poor.
Add limitations, including old data, restricted location/replication, limited statistical analysis, lack of weather data, and incomplete
management results.
	

	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
	Rating: 2 – Needs Improvement.
Expand the reference base, especially studies on C. infuscatellus seasonal incidence, and ensure journal-style consistency.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 – Good.
The manuscript is generally clear and well written; only minor consistency edits are required.
	



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.
	NO. The title should either retain ‘Chemical Management’ only after complete treatment results are added, or be revised to focus on seasonal incidence.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO. Remove unsupported management claims, define the ± measure, and ensure all reported values match the corrected tables.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	Partially. The incidence component is acceptable, but management results are missing, several means require recalculation, the pooled mean needs explanation, and statistical reporting should be strengthened.

The manuscript is currently a seasonal-incidence study rather than a complete chemical-management paper because the treatment-wise efficacy, yield, and cost:benefit data are absent. I recommend Serious Major Revision: either supply and statistically analyse the complete management dataset or re-scope the manuscript to seasonal incidence only. The incidence tables should also be recalculated, pooled means
explained, and limitations added.

The seasonal-incidence data are potentially useful, but missing management results, numerical inconsistencies, limited statistical reporting, and absent limitations require substantial revision.

	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO. Add more directly relevant seasonal-incidence studies and ensure all citations/references follow the journal style.
	

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

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	NO. No ethical issues were identified; this is a field study without human or vertebrate-animal subjects.
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