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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 authors studied the “Comparative Efficacy of Varied Concentrations 
imidacloprid in the Laboratory Management of Termites (Microtermes natalensis)”. 
While I have no objection against publishing the data, I have some issues that need 
addressing. I am concerned about the poorly elements in the discussion; authors 
must be provided a good debate for results interpretation. The data were collected 
carefully; however, experimental set up of this study does not appear to be well-
designed. Also, information about some statistical values obtained in the 
experiments must be provided and detailed in the results section. I think that this 
manuscript requires substantial rewriting to make its results clearer and more 
readily interpretable to the reader. My specific comments are listed in the 
"Manuscript". Based on the comments above reported, my opinion is that this 
manuscript may be suitable for printing on this journal after corrections. 
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