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PART  1: Review Comments 
 
 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) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

The title is inappropriate for the essence of the text and seems unclear, so I 
suggested (in the manuscript) a more appropriate title: < Effectiveness of some 
insecticides in control of Duponchelia fovealis Zeller (Lepidoptera: Crambidae) a 
new strawberry parasite in Brazil>. Also, this suggestion is optional, as long as it 
was accepted at first technical consultation by editorial board. 
 
Both the material and method and the results are missing the reference year / period. 
Practically, no chapter and nothing in the paper reveals the period during which the 
observations that were the subject of the research were made. 
 
A sentence should be inserted with the exact name of the laboratory in which the 
studies were conducted. The name of the Sector (as it is presented here) is too 
generic or it is necessary to convince the existence of adequate space and materials 
with the research of the work. 
 
The result text is too synthetic. It is necessary to have a detailed interpretation of the 
graphs/ each chemical product used (in Figure 1), both individually and 
comparatively. 
 
Discussions are too detailed compared to results. The part of the actual results 
(data) could pass to the results. Or it could remain in this form but then it is 
necessary to detail the results. 
 
Conclusions should be made with a reference to the program and management 
strategy: with what other products should these chemicals be replaced or mixed (eg 
biological products)? How many treatments are needed? (One is enough ???). 
The conclusion must be precise and contribute to effective support and practical 
application. 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
It is necessary to reread the whole work and carefully to write correctly where it is 
necessary. Sometimes the paragraphs are too short and it does not exactly 
understand what it is. 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
As a relatively new species reported in Brazil, a schematic showing some morpho-
biological features, maybe even 1-2 original photos from the growth room/laboratory 
(integrated into a presentation).  
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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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