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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.

	The manuscript has moderate potential scientific utility as a localized field-efficacy and economic comparison. Its strongest contribution would be a documented comparison of several registered formulations on Pusa Narendra Kalanamak-1 under the agro-climatic conditions of Ayodhya. At present, however, the contribution is limited by the absence of a complete experimental protocol, incomplete statistical analysis, and uncertain aggregate calculations.
	



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
	2
	

	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
	

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

	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
	2
	

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

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

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

	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
	2
	

	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
	1
	

	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

	2
	

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

	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
	2
	

	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
	2
	




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
Field efficacy and economic performance of selected insecticides against yellow stem borer, Scirpophaga incertulas (Walker), in Pusa Narendra Kalanamak-1 rice

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	1. No (Correct “ABSTARCT” to “ABSTRACT.”
1. Replace “mean dead heart incidence (2.97% after the second spray)” with the correct statistic. Based on Table 1, the overall second-spray mean is 3.40%, whereas 2.97% is the 15DAS observation.
1. State that the experiment had one location, one season, one cultivar, and three replications.
1. Avoid “confirms the superior performance.” Use “indicated the best performance among the treatments tested under the conditions of this experiment.”
1. The cost-benefit ratio should be defined briefly, particularly whether it is calculated using one or two applications.
1. Use consistent units: 41.50 q ha⁻¹ rather than alternating between “41.5 q/ha” and “41.50 q/ha.”
1. Avoid calling all treatments “economically viable” without defining the criterion for viability.
Chlorantraniliprole 18.5% SC recorded the lowest second-spray overall dead-heart incidence (3.40%; the 15DAS value was 2.97%) and the highest grain yield (41.50 q ha⁻¹). Its calculated benefit-cost ratio was 15.57 when the cost of two applications was used as the denominator.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	1. No (verified active-ingredient doses and spray timing;
1. yield significance and confidence intervals;
1. white-ear assessment at reproductive stage;
1. a non-chemical or IPM comparator;
1. an untreated control with a clearly justified ETL-based intervention;
1. a second location or season;
1. sensitivity analysis for the economic ranking;
1. discussion of mode-of-action rotation and resistance risk.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

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

1. Verify every cited source exists and supports the precise claim for which it is cited.
1. Confirm all author names, years, journal titles, volume/issue numbers, pages, and DOI links.
1. Standardize taxonomic formatting: Scirpophaga incertulas.
1. Standardize “chlorantraniliprole” and other active-ingredient names in lowercase unless beginning a sentence.
1. Replace raw links with DOI-formatted references if required by the journal.
1. Add a current authoritative source for pesticide label status, resistance management, and residue/safety considerations if these are retained in the manuscript.

	

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

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

	No
	





Reviewer details:
Maan Abdul Azeez Shafeeq, Mustansiriyah University, Iraq


Page 3 of 4
V240326


