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	Comments on the Manuscript: 
Title: A Comparative Study of Manual and Drone-Based Granular Insecticide

Application Impact on Beneficial Population Dynamics in Rice 
This manuscript presents a field-based evaluation of the impact of granular

insecticides, applied via drone and manual methods, on two important groups of

beneficial arthropods—coccinellids and spiders—in rice ecosystems during Kharif

2024. The research is timely and relevant in the current context of sustainable

agriculture and integrated pest management (IPM), where balancing pest control

efficacy with conservation of natural enemies is a key challenge. The experimental

design is robust in more mechanical sense, involving comparative analyses across

multiple insecticide treatments and application methods, with replicated observations

at pre-treatment, and at two post-application intervals. The inclusion of both drone and

manual application comparisons adds a modern and practical dimension to the study.  
However, while the manuscript is scientifically sound and of potential value to

researchers and practitioners in entomology, agronomy, and pest management, several

critical corrections and improvements are necessary before the paper can be accepted

for publication. In other words, from biological and ecological point of view more

details are demanded in this work.
1. Archinid and insect population estimation prior and post-experiment need to

follow a methodology which is not described in this paper. 
2. “The population range of spiders one day before application varied from 4.00 to

5.00per 10 hills” This is straight forward and hard to interpret what is the result. 
3. The statistical tests used to determine significance should be explicitly mentioned

in the methodology section (e.g., ANOVA, post hoc tests like LSD or Tukey's). 
4. Tables 2 and 3 include standard errors and critical differences, but there is

inconsistency in significance notations (e.g., use of superscripts such as “a,” “b,”

“c” is unclear and needs a corresponding explanation in the footnote). 
5. Please clarify whether the values in parentheses are transformed data used for

statistical analysis or just shown for comparison. If transformed data were used

for ANOVA, the actual data should also be clearly reported in supplementary

material or as a footnote. 
6. Several sentences require revision for clarity. For example:

“respectively was significant difference between among the treatments” should be

rewritten as “with significant differences observed among the treatments.” 
7. Please revise the abstract and discussion for smoother sentence structure and

grammatical correctness. Some repetition in phrases like “statistically

comparable,” “significantly safer,” etc., could be reduced for conciseness. 
8. Consistently use standard nomenclature. For example, "g a.i." should be "g a.i.

ha⁻¹" where appropriate. 
9. Clarify whether all granular insecticides were applied at their respective

recommended doses. Also, specify the moisture content or field conditions during

application, if available, as this could influence results. 
10. The drone application protocol needs more technical clarity. For instance, what

was the altitude of application? Was the granule size optimized for drone

dispersal? What type of drone was used (rotary vs fixed wing)? How was swath

width managed? 
11. Please clarify whether any drift analysis or differential coverage assessments were

conducted to validate equivalence with manual methods. 
12. Although tables are provided in detail, a graphical representation of the temporal

population trends (e.g., line graphs or bar charts for spiders and coccinellids)

would enhance data interpretation and reader engagement. 
13. Clarify whether the untreated control was subjected to any physical disturbance

or if it was completely left alone. 
14. Replace generic terms like “beneficials” with more specific descriptors like

“beneficial predatory arthropods” or “natural enemies.”
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (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)


	


Reviewer details:

Jithu Unni Krishnan, ICAR- Central Tuber Crops Research Institute, India
Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)

