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Compulsory REVISION comments

Line 44: mention specific distance instead of “far enough” Lines 91& 92; 140 & 141: p=5
% should be alpha value i.e. a =5 % or 0.05 and not p. P has its variable values for
multiple entries at a constant alpha (probability or confident limit value rated in percentage).
Table 2 shows 102.27 for untreated plot under percentage increase. Why is this only value
greater than 100 %? Graph plot 145: the vertical axis title should read- % of
increase/decrease in population. Line 153: ‘who found’ should be used for “whom fond”.
Line 189: delete ‘the’. Line 190: add ‘were’ before kept.

Minor REVISION comments

Abstract: Line three of methodology after 700 m should be “were” instead of was. line 7
from methodology state the specific distance or its approximation instead of “far enough”.
Line 13 after Ist area “was” not necessary, just say increased significantly...2" to the last
line, taken (into) consideration for “in”. Line 66: suggest ‘not significant’ for the first
sentence. Line 203: prefer safer to “more safe”. Conclusion: please, can you now
confidently conclude that application of sulphur formulation in controlling some insect pests
has no harmful effects on predators based on this work?

Optional/General comments

Could lines 43-45 be taken as control? Why was F-test used instead of a complete analysis
of variance (ANOVA) which is a multiple t-test for testing significance difference between
many variables? Line 53: F-test is just a component of the test specifically to discriminate
particular outliers which could reduce the precision in mean or standard deviation of
replicate measurements. Line 222: check punctuation for consistency. Line 252: newer
version of reference would be preferred if available, for this one is obsolete
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