Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Asian Journal of Agricultural and Horticultural Research 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_AJAHR_140695

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	A Brief Review on Invasion, Impact, and Ecology of Thrips parvispinus in India

	Type of the Article
	Review


	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

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

	Author’s Feedback (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.


	The manuscript is important for the scientific community. Invasive pests have drawn the attention of the scientists from different perspectives. The damage(s) done by these are worthy of mention. Reviewing the works and the researches documented by several scientists is an important task for us, too. That is why, there is no doubt about the importance of this manuscript.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	 The title of the manuscript – A Brief Review on Invasion, Impact, and Ecology of Thrips parvispinus in India – is chosen rightly. Name of the scientist or taxonomist, rather, had to be included. Anyway, the areas covered in the manuscript don’t justify for each and every word mentioned in the title.
The alternative title of the manuscript suggested, may be: 

A Brief Review on Thrips parvispinus (Karny) – An Invasive Unwanted Guest of India 
	

	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 is comprehensive. But compactness of the writing would have been there. Common names of the said pest should have been included. It has been mentioned in the abstract that the pest is a pollinator, but throughout the article, no proper discussion have been noticed.
Keywords must include Southeast Asian Thrips instead of black thrips.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct. But the arrangement of the topics included in the manuscript is improper and non-systematic. 

· The author has mentioned et al. everywhere et al.; i.e. without italics. This is very unexpected.

· The author has never ever mentioned the common names or the proper common name of the pest like Southeast Asian Thrips, Tobacco thrips or Taiwanese thrips. 
· The second sub-heading Invasive Thrips Parvispinus (Karny) doesn’t have any importance. 

· The term Biology has to be replaced with life cycle. As the author has not justified the term biology. If more areas can be included, the biology term may be used. 
(Biology is the broad scientific study of living organisms, encompassing their structure, function, growth, origin, evolution, and distribution. A life cycle, on the other hand, specifically refers to the series of stages an organism goes through during its lifetime, from birth to death)
· Under 2.2 the author has discussed the Spread of the pest Worldwide and Indian Context. He/she has mentioned only three states while discussing.
· During writing Host Range under 2.3, the author has not maintained the compactness again. The utility of Fig. 3 was not self-explanatory. The modification to be done in the Table 1 has been mentioned in the corrections to be done in the main article. Probably the author has mentioned the entire table from Manideep et al. (2024)
· The author has concluded the entire review with the points mentioned is correct. But the discussion on them throughout the entire article is very less.
·  Figures presented are of poor quality. Neither its presentation, nor its importance have been shown in a right fashion.

· Discussion in each and every point is meagre. Review article on such a burning topic needs huge discussion.
  
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are sufficient, but discussion is less. More recent references are needed. Increasing the number of references should not be the target. Improper discussion on such a burning topic is not acceptable, at all.
	

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


	· Language is not a problem in this manuscript. 

· But the quantity as well as quality of the information gathered and presented are both not upto the mark.

· Rearrangement of the entire article is required. 

	

	Optional/General comments


	Thorough information, rearrangement, correction, figures (photographs), tables have to be added. All mentioned here are minor corrections, but this article is not a short communication. The author has to understand the importance of any review article.
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	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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