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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 review article addresses an economically important pest of sugarcane, Chilo sacchariphagus indicus, which causes significant yield losses in tropical and subtropical regions. By synthesizing available information on the pest's biology, ecology, host range, and management strategies, the manuscript provides a valuable single-point reference for researchers, extension workers, and farmers. The emphasis on Integrated Pest Management (IPM) and climate-resilient strategies is particularly timely given the growing concerns over pesticide resistance and environmental sustainability. However, the manuscript would benefit from improved organization, clearer presentation of economic threshold levels, and a more critical analysis of the existing literature.
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Publication)

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	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
	4
	

	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 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
	4
	

	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
	1
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	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
	3
	

	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.
	YES, the title is suitable. It clearly indicates the pest species, the scope (biology, ecology, IPM), and the type of article (review). No change needed.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO, the abstract could be improved. I suggest:
1. Add a sentence specifying the geographic focus (India and other tropical regions).
2. Include quantitative yield loss figures 
3. Mention the key IPM components (cultural, biological, chemical, resistant varieties).
4. State the multivoltine nature and overlapping generations as a key management challenge.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	PARTIALLY YES, but there are scientific inaccuracies and unclear statements that need correction:
1. The section titled "Individual Psychological Management" is clearly a typographical error and should read "Economic Threshold Level (ETL)".
2. The larval stage descriptions (first/second instar, third/fourth, eight/ten) are inconsistent – Lepidoptera typically have 5–7 instars, not 10. Please verify and correct.
3. The statement "830 per cent" yield loss (in Damage section) is likely a typo and should be "8–30 per cent".
4. The Economic Threshold Level section mentions "1015 per cent" – this should be "10–15 per cent".
5. The manuscript would benefit from a table summarizing ETL values from different regions and a figure showing the life cycle.
6. In egg stage they write the hatching temperature 2830 degree Celsius, that is completely wrong.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO, the references are not sufficiently recent. While classic papers are essential, the review should include more publications from the last 5–10 years (2015–2025) on topics such as: molecular identification of the pest, climate change impacts on borer distribution, advances in pheromone-based monitoring, and field efficacy of newer insecticides (e.g., diamides). I suggest adding 5–8 recent references from journals like “Sugar Tech, Crop Protection, and Journal of Pest Science”.
	

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

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

	NO. This is a review article that synthesizes published literature. No ethical issues are present. 
	



	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	This manuscript has the potential to be a useful reference on sugarcane internode borer, but it requires major revisions before acceptance. The most significant issues are: (1) the language and typographical errors (2) the lack of a described literature search methodology, (3) insufficient recent references, and (4) the absence of critical analysis of conflicting findings. I recommend a Major Revision decision. If the authors can address these issues, the manuscript could be suitable for publication.
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