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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.
	The manuscript addresses an important issue in sustainable agriculture and eco-friendly pest management. The study explores the use of a talc-based Bacillus thuringiensis (Bt) formulation as a biological alternative to synthetic insecticides in potato cultivation under zero-tillage and paddy-straw mulch conditions. The topic is relevant to current agricultural sustainability concerns, particularly with respect to pesticide residue reduction, environmental safety, and low-cost farming approaches.
The manuscript demonstrates practical field-level applicability and highlights the importance of spray timing for enhancing the effectiveness of Bt formulations. The work has potential value for farmers, researchers, and agricultural extension agencies involved in integrated pest management and organic farming systems.
	




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	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 research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


	3
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	15. 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.

	No
The title is informative but excessively long. It should be shortened and simplified while retaining the core scientific message. A concise and reader-friendly title would improve clarity and impact.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	No
The abstract should be revised into a more structured and concise format including background, objective, methodology, key findings, and conclusion. Repetitive statements should be removed, and major quantitative findings should be highlighted clearly.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	Yes
The study design, experimental observations, and statistical analyses appear scientifically sound. However, the manuscript would benefit from stronger discussion, clearer methodological details, and additional literature support to improve scientific presentation.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	No
Additional recent references, particularly from the last 5–10 years, should be included to strengthen the literature review and discussion. More citations related to sustainable pest management, Bacillus thuringiensis applications, and eco-friendly potato cultivation are recommended.
	

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

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

	No
No major ethical concerns were identified in this agricultural field-based study.
	




PART 3

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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
The manuscript contains useful experimental observations and statistically supported findings. However, considerable revision is required to improve scientific presentation, language quality, methodological clarity, citation support, and interpretation of results before the manuscript can be considered for publication.
· Correct typographical and grammatical errors throughout the manuscript.
· Avoid repetition of the same concepts across introduction, abstract, and discussion.
· Check consistency in the use of “Bt”, “Bacillus thuringiensis”, and “Bt formulation”.
· Ensure all abbreviations are defined at first mention.
· Ensure uniform formatting of units, symbols, and statistical notation.
· Improve citation formatting according to journal style.
· Provide higher-resolution figures and clearer table captions.
· Replace informal wording with scientific terminology.
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