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PART  1: Comments 
 

 Reviewer’s comment Author’s Feedback 
(Please correct the 
manuscript and highlight 
that part in the 
manuscript. It is 
mandatory that authors 
should write his/her 
feedback here) 

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 important as Author has discussed management of Diamond 
back moth, Plutella xylostella  

 

Is the title of the article suitable? 
(If not please suggest an alternative 
title) 

Yes  

Is the abstract of the article 
comprehensive? Do you suggest the 
addition (or deletion) of some points 
in this section? Please write your 
suggestions here. 

Yes  

Is the manuscript scientifically, 
correct? Please write here. 

Yes  

Are the references sufficient and 
recent? If you have suggestions of 
additional references, please 
mention them in the review form. 

Yes  



 

 

Is the language/English quality of the 
article suitable for scholarly 
communications? 

Yes  

Optional/General comments 
 

There are few shortcomings in the manuscript. For details please see the 
comments in reviewed manuscript. The observed shortcomings are followings 

1. B.t should be B.t. throughout the manuscript, for details see the reviewed 
manuscript 

2. There should be not full sop after h unit of time for details see the reviewed 
manuscript. 

3. Author must re-write few sentences which sre highlighted in manuscript as 
sentences are incomplete or not understandable. 

4. Author must check for comma and full stop in “et al”. write “et al.” 
5. Also check for “ºC” (Degree Celsius) 
6. S.No. 7 is missing in Table No. 1 
7. Malathi  and Damodaran (1999) reference is not cited in text correctly 
8. What is Plate 1a and 1b?? 
9. In tables “control” should be written as “Control”. For details see the reviewed 

manuscript 
10. In reference section, references are not on same pattern as in many 

reference year is within the bracket while in many references year is not 
within the bracket. Example 2007 or (2007). 

11. Few references are not arranged alphabetically. 
12. One reference is incomplete. 
13. One reference is not cited in text. 

 

 
PART  2:  

 

 

Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct 

the manuscript and highlight that part in the 

manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write 

his/her feedback here) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  

 

(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues 

here in details) 
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