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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.


	· The RSW is an economically important pests in oil palm and plantation crop ecosystem.
· The damage is severe with sap sucking and honey dew deposition impairing photosynthesis process.

· The chemical management is difficult as it has uneven and uncanny distribution in the host plant.

· All these parameters make it important for IPM scenarios to manage it below ETL, as it is one of the most devastating sucking pests in Indian plantation ecosystem and southern India basically. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	· New title: Host range and distribution of invasive, rugose spiraling whitefly Aleurodicus rugioperculatus martin in Telangana.
	

	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 should be more result-oriented rather than descriptive and include only the key findings of the research. Here in the abstract, the initial statements regarding the pests may be included in the introduction section. Then a few points more can be added in the abstracts regarding the objectives. 

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	· It needs some correction at materials and discussion section, which has not been clearly stated and justified without proper evidence.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	· Yes sufficient, but need to include some more references in the discussion section with the current ones.
	

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


	· Yes
	

	Optional/General comments


	· The statistical analysis should be clearly mentioned in the materials and methods. (which software u are using and what kind of test u are going to analyse).
· While justifying the result obtained with discussion one should give clear and sufficient proof to justify their outcome with the prior works, with latest reference which is lacking.  
· The discussion part is completely scattered, it should be re arranged with the result findings along with it.

· While mentioning a research result justification, clearly mention the drawbacks and contradiction with reason behind it, as no research in this world is perfect.
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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
	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No.
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	23% plagiarism found. Attached file with the manuscript.
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