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	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.


	This manuscript provides scientifically robust field-based evidence on the magnitude of avoidable yield losses caused by Lipaphis erysimi in mustard, addressing a critical gap in quantitative loss estimation under real agro-climatic conditions. By clearly demonstrating the yield advantage of protected plots over multiple seasons, the study offers valuable benchmarks for researchers working on pest–yield relationships and economic threshold-based pest management. The findings contribute to improved decision-making in integrated pest management (IPM) strategies and support the development of region-specific recommendations for oilseed crop protection. Overall, the work strengthens the scientific understanding of pest-induced yield losses and has direct relevance for agronomic research, extension services, and sustainable oilseed production systems.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title “Avoidable Yield Losses Due to Mustard Aphid, Lipaphis erysimi (Kalt.) Infestation in Mustard” is generally suitable, as it clearly reflects the core objective of the study, the target pest, and the crop investigated.

However, for better scientific precision and journal appeal (especially for indexed journals), the title can be slightly refined to emphasize quantification, field conditions, or seasonal assessment. Here are a few polished alternatives you may consider:

1. “Quantification of Avoidable Yield Losses in Mustard Caused by the Aphid Lipaphis erysimi (Kalt.)”

2. “Assessment of Yield Losses in Mustard Due to Infestation of Mustard Aphid, Lipaphis erysimi (Kalt.)”

3. “Field Estimation of Avoidable Yield Losses in Mustard Infested by Lipaphis erysimi (Kalt.)”

4. “Impact of Mustard Aphid (Lipaphis erysimi Kalt.) on Seed Yield of Mustard under Protected and Unprotected Conditions”

Among these, Option 1 is the strongest for a research article, as it is concise, quantitative, and clearly aligned with the study outcomes.


	

	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, the abstract is generally comprehensive and clearly presents the objective, experimental period, major findings, and key quantitative results of the study. It effectively communicates the extent of yield losses due to Lipaphis erysimi and the benefit of protected conditions, which aligns well with the objectives of the manuscript.

However, a few minor improvements are suggested to enhance clarity and completeness:

1. Add a brief methodological phrase (e.g., “paired plot design with protected and unprotected treatments”) to clearly indicate the experimental approach.

2. Mention the location more explicitly (agro-climatic region or state) to improve contextual relevance for readers.

3. Include one concluding sentence highlighting the practical implication of the findings, such as their relevance to pest management or yield loss mitigation in mustard.

No major deletions are required, as the abstract is concise and focused; these additions would simply strengthen its scientific clarity and usefulness to the research community.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound and technically correct. The study is based on a well-defined experimental design, appropriate field methodology, and standard procedures for estimating avoidable yield losses. Data collection, analysis, and interpretation are consistent with established entomological and agronomic research practices.

The results are logically presented, supported by quantitative data, and adequately discussed in relation to earlier studies, demonstrating coherence with existing scientific literature. The conclusions drawn are justified by the findings and are relevant for pest management and yield protection in mustard cultivation. Overall, the manuscript meets scientific standards and contributes reliable information to the field of crop protection and oilseed research.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references cited in the manuscript are generally sufficient and relevant to the objectives of the study, covering key earlier and supporting works on mustard aphid and yield losses. A reasonable balance between classical and recent studies is maintained.

However, the manuscript could be further strengthened by including a few more recent references (last 5–7 years) related to yield loss estimation, mustard aphid management, or integrated pest management in Brassica crops. Adding such recent studies would improve the timeliness and broader relevance of the literature base.


	

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


	The manuscript demonstrates a generally acceptable level of English suitable for scholarly communication, and the scientific ideas are conveyed clearly. The terminology used is appropriate for the discipline, and the overall structure supports comprehension by a scientific audience.

	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript addresses an important and practically relevant issue in mustard production by quantifying avoidable yield losses due to mustard aphid infestation under field conditions. The study is well organized, and the experimental approach is appropriate for the stated objectives. Results are clearly presented and supported by relevant comparisons with earlier studies.

With minor improvements in language quality, inclusion of a few more recent references, and slight refinement of the abstract and discussion for clarity, the manuscript will be further strengthened. Overall, the study makes a useful contribution to the field of crop protection and oilseed research and is suitable for publication after minor revisions.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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


	


Reviewer details:

Chyntia Jaby Anak Entuni, i-CATS University College,  Malaysia

Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)


