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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	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 presents a study on the seasonal incidence and management of Cacopsylla pyricola, an economically significant pest of pear trees. The research is important for the scientific community as it provides insights into population dynamics, peak infestation periods, and potential control measures that can help optimize integrated pest management (IPM) strategies. The study also holds relevance for pear growers in Kashmir, where climate and environmental conditions play a crucial role in pest infestation patterns.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title accurately reflects the content of the study. However, for better clarity and scientific rigor, a slight modification is suggested:
Suggested Title: Seasonal Incidence and Integrated Management Strategies for Pear Psylla (Cacopsylla pyricola) in Kashmir
This revision emphasizes the management aspect and aligns better with the study’s objectives.
	

	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.


	The abstract covers the key aspects of the study but could be more concise and structured. Consider explicitly mentioning the research objectives, key findings, and practical implications. The inclusion of statistical results and management recommendations would strengthen the abstract.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study appears to be scientifically sound, with well-defined methodologies for monitoring pear psylla populations and evaluating control measures. However, a few clarifications are needed:

· The statistical methods used for data analysis should be explicitly stated.

· The discussion on environmental factors influencing Cacopsylla pyricola should be expanded to compare findings with similar studies from other regions.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript includes relevant references, but additional recent literature (preferably from the last five years) should be incorporated to strengthen the discussion. Consider citing studies on psyllid management in similar agroclimatic conditions.
	

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


	The manuscript is written in comprehensible English; however, minor grammatical and structural improvements are needed for better readability. The following areas should be improved:

· Sentence structure should be refined for clarity.

· Some sections need better transitions between paragraphs.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· Figures and tables should be checked for clarity and completeness.

· The discussion should highlight how this study contributes to existing knowledge and suggest directions for future research.
Justification for Score

The manuscript is well-structured, scientifically robust, and relevant to plant protection research. However, minor revisions are necessary to improve clarity, reference sufficiency, and discussion depth.

Suggested Revisions:

1.
Improve the abstract’s structure with more specific results and implications.

2.
Clarify the statistical methods used in data analysis.

3.
Strengthen the discussion by comparing findings with other studies.

4.
Ensure proper language and grammatical accuracy.

Add recent references to support findings.
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