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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 addresses the field efficacy of chemical insecticides and microbial pesticides against lucerne aphid, Acyrthosiphon pisum, on lucerne under the agro-climatic conditions of Navsari, Gujarat. The comparison of aphid suppression, green fodder yield and treatment economics is relevant to forage crop protection and may provide locally useful information for pest-management decisions. Inclusion of entomopathogenic fungi alongside chemical treatments is a useful aspect of the study. However, the findings are based on one location and one Rabi season, and the conclusions should remain specific to the experimental conditions. The manuscript would benefit from clearer reporting of experimental design, statistical analysis, treatment details and the basis of the economic calculations, as well as careful consideration of pollinator and non-target safety.
	




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
	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
	3
	

	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
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	

	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
	3
	

	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


	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	




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. The title is relevant and identifies the target aphid and comparison of microbial pesticides with chemical insecticides. Including “on lucerne” would make the crop context explicit
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

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

	
Partly. The abstract provides the study setting and principal outcomes. Add the experimental design/replications and statistical significance, and ensure the dose and yield/economic values agree with the tables.

	
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	The study is relevant, but the manuscript requires clarification before the results can be fully evaluated. Specify the experimental design, number of replications and plot size; provide complete treatment doses/formulations and spray details; describe the statistical model and analysis of repeated post-spray counts; and report variability and significance consistently. Interpret treatment efficacy and yield effects as specific to this trial. The ICBR calculations should be transparently documented and checked against the stated prices and costs. Discussion of clothianidin should also consider pollinator exposure, local registration and IPM context

The manuscript presents potentially useful local efficacy and fodder-yield data, but several reporting and interpretation issues should be addressed before publication. Please verify treatment-wise aphid counts, pooled means, yield values and ICBR calculations against the source data; clarify the design, replication and statistical analysis, especially for repeated observations after sprays; and ensure all tables and figures report units and significance consistently. The authors should temper recommendations to the single site/season and discuss pollinator/non-target concerns associated with chemical treatments. 

	

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

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

	NO / PARTLY. The cited literature is relevant, but the review and references should be checked for sufficiency, recency, bibliographic accuracy and coverage of lucerne aphid management and field evaluation of microbial pesticides. Add relevant recent studies where needed.

	

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

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

	No
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