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Reviewer'scomment

Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer,
correctthe manuscript and highlight that part in
themanuscript.ltismandatorythatauthorsshouldwriteh
is/herfeedback here)

CompulsoryREVISIONcomments

l.Isthemanuscriptimportantfor scientificcommunity?
(Pleasewritefewsentencesonthismanuscript)

Based on the information provided in the manuscript, it appears that the research is originaland has
the potential to be impactful. The authors have identified a new pest complexaffecting button
mushrooms in Kashmir Valley. This information could be valuable formushroom growers in the
region, as it could help them to develop more effective pestmanagement strategies. However, the
manuscript does have some limitations. The authorsdid not provide any data on the economic
impact of the pests. Additionally, the study wasconducted in a single location, so it is unclear
whether the results are generalizable to otherregions. Overall, the manuscript is a valuable
contribution to the scientific literature onmushroompests.

2.Isthetitleofthearticlesuitable?
(If notpleasesuggestanalternativetitle)

The title Exploring the Hidden Threats: A Comprehensive Study on Incidence andInsect
Pest Diversity on Button Mushroom (Agaricus bisporus) in Kashmir is a goodtitle for the
article. It is informative and attention-grabbing, and it accurately reflects thecontentofthe article.
Herearesomeotherpossibletitles that you could consider:

OccurrenceandDiversityofinsectPestsAssociatedwithButtonMushroomCultivation
inKashmir

ASurveyofinsectPestsAffectingButtonMushroomProductioninKashmir

ManagingtheThreat: AStudyofinsectPests
andTheirimpactonButtonMushroomProductioninKashmir
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3.Isthe abstractofthearticlecomprehensive?

The abstract provides a good overview of the article, but it could be more comprehensive
inafewareas:

1. Impact of pests: The abstract mentions that various insect pests were found, but it doesnot
explicitly state the impact of these pests on button mushroom cultivation. This could beimproved by
adding a sentence or two about the potential damage caused by these pests,suchas reduced yield,
crop loss, or economicimpact.

2. Specific locations: While the abstract mentions different locations within the KashmirValley, it
does not provide specific details about them. Adding the number of
samplescollectedorthespecificregionswithineachlocationstudiedwouldprovideamorecomprehensivep
ictureofthe study's scope.

3. Quantifying pest incidence:The abstract mentions that the pest incidence was highestin July
and August, but it does not provide any specific data on the actual percentage ofinfestation.
Including a brief mention of the peak incidence values would be helpful forreadersto understand
theseverity of theproblem.

4. Keywords: The keywords are relevant to the study, but they could be expanded
toincludemorespecificterms relatedto theidentified pest speciesand theirimpact
onbuttonmushrooms.

4.Aresubsectionsandstructureofthemanuscript appropriate?

Overall,thesubsectionsandstructureofthemanuscriptareappropriateandwell-organized.
Areasforimprovement:

Introduction:Whilethe introductionprovidesagoodoverview ofthetopic,
itcouldbefurtherstrengthened by including:

o Amorespecificmention oftheresearchobjectives.

o Abriefoverview oftheexisting literatureon the topic.

o Aclearstatementoftheresearchgapandthe significanceofthestudy.
Methodology: Themethodology iswell-written, butit couldbe improvedby:

o Providingmoredetails aboutthemethods usedto collect andidentify pests.

o Includinginformationaboutthesamplesizeand statisticalanalysismethods.
Results: Theresults areclearlypresented, butitwouldbehelpfulto:

o Groupthedatabypesttypeinsteadoflocationfor easier comparison.

o Highlightkeyfindingsandtrends.
Discussion:Thediscussion sectionis well-written,but itcould bestrengthened by:

o Elaboratingmoreonthe implications ofthefindings.

o Discussingthelimitationsofthestudy.

o Suggestingfutureresearchdirections.

5.Doyouthinkthemanuscriptisscientifically correct?

Based on the information you provided, it is difficult to definitively say whether
themanuscriptisscientificallycorrect. Whilethestructureand organizationofthe manuscriptappear
appropriate, there are some areas that require further review to assess its scientificaccuracy.
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Herearesomespecific aspects thatneedcloserexamination:
1. Methodology:

e Scientific methods: The manuscript should clearly describe the methods used

forcollecting and identifying pests. This includes details such as sampling
techniques,samplesize, and identification procedures.
e Statistical analysis: The manuscript should explicitly state the statistical

methodsusedtoanalyzethedataandreporttheresultsaccordingly.Thisincludesinformationabou
t thesoftwareused, statisticaltests performed,andp-values.
2. Results:
e Data presentation: The data should be presented in a clear
manner,usingappropriate tablesandfigures with clear captions and legends.
e Data interpretation: The authors should carefully interpret the
avoidmakingunsupported claims or generalizations.
3. Discussion:
e Literaturereview:Thediscussionshouldcriticallyreviewrelevantscientificliteratureandcompar
ethefindings of thestudy with existingknowledge.
e Limitations: The authors should acknowledge the limitations of their study, such
asmethodologicallimitations or potential biases.
e Futureresearch:Thediscussionshouldsuggestdirectionsforfutureresearchbasedon the
findings of thestudy.

and concise

data and

6.Are the references sufficient and recent? If you havesuggestion
of additional references, please mention in thereviewform.

(Apartfrom
vemention ints.reviewersarefr [OV] itional
ion mmen

Overall, the references provided seem sufficient to support the manuscript's claims andfindings.
They cover a diverse range of sources, including relevant scientific journals,books, and technical
bulletins. The majority of the references are relatively recent, withmost published within the last 10-
15 years. This suggests that the manuscript draws uponcurrentknowledgeandresearch in thefield.
Herearesomespecificexamplesofadditionalreferences youcouldconsider:
¢ Onsciaridflycontrol:
o "Management of mushroom sciarid flies (Lycoriellaingenua Duda): a
currentandpotential methods" by I.K. Tomberlin and C.R.Winks (2019)
o "Evaluationofnovelinsecticidesforthecontrolofadultsciaridflies(Diptera:Sciaridae)incommercialm
ushroom farms"by S.M.Kangaet al.(2021)
e On mitecontrol:
o "Biologicalcontrolofmiteson mushrooms"byJ.E.Gillespie andS.C.Neven(2006)

o "EvaluationofessentialoilsforthecontrolofTyrophagusputrescentiaeinstoredrice"byA.A. Al-
Mahrougiet al. (2020)

review of

MinorREVISIONcomments

l.Islanguage/Englishqualityofthearticlesuitableforscholarlycommunicatio
ns?

the language quality is strong and suitable for scholarly communication. With some
minorrevisionsandimprovements,themanuscriptcanachieveanevenhigherlevelofclarityandprofessio
nalism-1. Consider using the active voice more frequently for a more engagingwriting
style.2.Terminology consistency: Ensure consistent use of technical termsthroughout
themanuscript.

Qoptional/Generalcomments
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PART 2:

Reviewer's comment

IAuthor’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)

Reviewer Details:

Name:

Sanyogita Shahi

Department, University & Country

Kalinga University, India
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