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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.

	Yellow stem borer is a major constraint in rice production, and Kalanamak is a high-value aromatic variety for which comparative insecticide efficacy data are limited. Therefore, a field comparison of seven insecticides evaluating pest suppression alongside yield and economic returns could provide useful information for growers and extension workers in eastern Uttar Pradesh. The single-season, single-location field experiment using a randomized block design (RBD) with three replications provides a reasonable basis for such an assessment.

However, in its current form, the manuscript contains several issues that should be addressed before the findings can be adequately evaluated. These include inconsistencies between the text and tables, incomplete statistical analysis, particularly for yield-related parameters, and insufficiently defined methods and calculations for the economic analysis. Addressing these issues and ensuring consistency and clarity throughout the manuscript would substantially improve the scientific rigor and practical value of the study.
	



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 paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	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
	3
	

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

	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
	4
	

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

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable

	4
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	14. 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
	




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.
	Yes
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO.
· The abstract reports 2.97% as the "mean" dead heart after the second spray. This is the 15 DAS value, and the overall mean in Table 1 is 3.40%.
· It should not describe chlorantraniliprole as "the most effective" for the second spray without statistical support.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

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

The main points to address are:

· Table 1 versus text (second spray). The first-spray text uses overall means, but the second-spray text uses 15 DAS values (2.97, 3.34, 3.39 and 7.78%) instead of overall means (3.40, 3.73, 3.93 and 7.32%). This alters the ranking: by overall mean lambda-cyhalothrin is the weakest treatment after the second spray, yet the text places it above imidacloprid and chlorpyrifos. Use one metric throughout.
· Statistics. No mean separation test or letter groupings are given, yet treatments are called "statistically similar." State the significance level of the CD and whether it applies to transformed data. With the reported CD (0.81), chlorantraniliprole (10.59) does not differ clearly from cartap (11.09) and probably not from fipronil (11.24), so "consistently outperformed" is not supported for the second spray.
· PROC values. Several cannot be reproduced. Fipronil in the first spray is given as 53.81%, but its overall mean gives about 46.6%. In the second spray, chlorantraniliprole's 61.85% matches 15 DAS values, while cartap and emamectin match neither 15 DAS nor overall means. 
Methods inconsistencies.
· Methods say counts were taken 1 day before and 3, 7 and 10 days after spraying, but Table 1 shows DBS, 5, 10 and 15 DAS.
· Chlorantraniliprole is 0.3 ml/l in Table 1 but 0.4 ml/l in Table 2.
· The ETL, spray dates, should be included
· Please clarify whether the dead hearts recorded on previous observation dates were included in subsequent counts (i.e., cumulative observations), or whether each observation date represents only newly recorded dead hearts since the previous assessment.
Yield
· Table 2 gives means only, with no SE, CD or CV, so yield differences and the economics have no demonstrated significance. A DH difference of about 4 to 5 percentage points at the vegetative stage, where rice can compensate by tillering, seems too small to explain a 72% yield gain (41.5 vs 24.1 q/ha). Chlorpyrifos and imidacloprid have DH close to the best treatments but yields 8 to 10 q/ha lower. 
· Plot size, harvest area and moisture adjustment can be given.
Economics 
· "Benefit due to treatment" is (saved yield × Rs 4000) minus the cost of both sprays, and the ratio is this net benefit divided by cost. This should be a net return per rupee spent, not a gross benefit:cost ratio.Also, were the labour cost included? 
Scope
One season at one location does not support a general recommendation. The exoeriment can be repeated in one more season before making validation of results.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	· Several in-text citations do not match the reference list: Singh et al. 2024, Patel et al. 2017, Prasad et al. 2022, and Rana et al. 2017 (the list has different author sets).
· Prakash et al. (2020) and Deka et al. (2019) have no DOI or link. 
All references should be checked to confirm they exist and say what is claimed.
	

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

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

	NO. There are no ethical issues in the study itself, since it is a field experiment. See Part 3 for a point on the reference list.
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