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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	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 provides valuable insights into the effectiveness of drone-based pesticide application in cotton pest management, specifically targeting pink bollworm. By demonstrating the superior efficacy of drone spraying compared to traditional methods, it highlights the potential of drone technology in enhancing pest control, improving crop health, and reducing pesticide drift. The study contributes to the growing body of research on integrated pest management (IPM) strategies, offering a sustainable and efficient solution for large-scale cotton farming. Furthermore, it paves the way for future research on optimizing drone applications, assessing long-term impacts, and exploring the scalability of such techniques across different regions and crops.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	“Effectiveness of Drone-Assisted Thiamethoxam + Lambda-Cyhalothrin Application for Controlling Pink Bollworm in Cotton”
	

	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 provides a clear summary of the study and highlights the key findings

The study was conducted using a randomized block design (RBD) with multiple insecticidal treatments, including drone and knapsack sprayer applications.

Suggested addition: The drone application of Thiamethoxam 12.6% + Lambda-cyhalothrin 9.5% ZC at 55 gm a.i./ha significantly reduced pest damage compared to other treatments, demonstrating its superior efficacy in controlling pink bollworm.
Suggested addition: These findings highlight the effectiveness of drone-based insecticide application as a promising tool for sustainable pest management in large-scale cotton farming.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript appears to be scientifically correct, but there are a few aspects to consider for improved clarity and precision

1. Adding data on drift reduction, pesticide loss, and time-saving would provide a more comprehensive comparison between drone and knapsack sprayer applications.

2. The use of Thiamethoxam and Lambda-cyhalothrin in the study is described accurately, but it would be beneficial to clarify why these particular concentrations (55 gm a.i./ha and 44 gm a.i./ha) were selected. Including references to previous studies that have used similar dosages or provide justification for these amounts would strengthen the manuscript’s scientific foundation.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Add some reference 
	

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


	The manuscript’s language quality is largely suitable for scholarly communication
Ensure that past tense is used for specific results and present tense for general statements or ongoing implications.


	

	Optional/General comments


	The results are generally clear, with detailed data on the effectiveness of the different treatments. The comparison between drone and knapsack sprayer applications provides meaningful insights into the advantages of drone technology in pest control. However, some results could be discussed more in-depth, such as the practical implications of the slight differences in efficacy (e.g., why drone application at 44 gm a.i./ha is comparable to knapsack sprayer use). Furthermore, exploring how the findings might influence large-scale cotton production or other crops could broaden the study's significance.

Additionally, more detailed descriptions of the experimental setup and equipment could be helpful, particularly in relation to the drone technology used.

Suggestions for future research directions.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the 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 detail)

No, there are no explicit ethical issues identified in the manuscript
	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	no
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	no
	


	PART  3: Declaration of Competing Interest of the Reviewer:



	Here reviewer should declare his/her competing interest. If nothing to declare he/she can write “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer”
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	Guideline
	MARKS of this  manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 

( Highest: 10  Lowest: 0 )

Guideline: 

Accept As It Is: (>9-10)

Minor Revision: (>8-9)

Major Revision: (>7-8)

Serious Major revision: (>5-7)

Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)

Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
	8/10
The study is well-designed, provides valuable insights into drone-based pesticide application, and shows potential for enhancing pest management efficiency in cotton farming. However, there could be some improvements in language clarity, the addition of more details in the methodology, and further clarification in the results section to make the findings more robust and easier to interpret


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



	
	Author’s Feedback

	
	


Reviewer Details:
This section is mandatory to prepare the Reviewer Certificate. 

Please complete this section carefully. Reviewer Certificate will be generated by using this information only. 

Your Certificate will be wrong, if you provide incorrect information. 

Please note modification of certificate will not be possible after generation. 

Certificate will not be issued if incomplete information is provided.

	Name of the Reviewer
	

	Department of Reviewer
	

	University or Institution of Reviewer
	

	Country of Reviewer
	

	Position: (Professor/lecturer, etc.) of Reviewer
	

	Email ID of Reviewer
	

	WhatsApp Number of Reviewer (Optional)
	

	Write 5-8 Keywords regarding expertise of Reviewer
	


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

