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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 following info is lacking in the manuscript.
1. What are the insects found feeding on the plant during the study?
What is the per cent infestation?
What are the symptoms of damage?
What is the role of their attack on the loss of yield?
How neem oil is related to physiology of the palm fruits?
Any biochemical relataions are reported on this aspect

NookwN

Science needs realistic things.
Info in the lines 231 to 232 needs clarity on the role of neem oil on the
enhancement of anthocyanins production.
9. Line 295- no lesions---. What insect was responsible for making the lesions?
10. Line 299. Without knowing / observing the insect feeding on the fruit, how
can we attribute the reduction to neem 0il?
11. Line 345- Physicochemical attributes that are influenced by neem oil need to
be specified.
12. Ref 5 in line 367-369 does not pertain to this article.
13. Whether Irapua bee is a pest of Jelly palms? If so what is its reported
incidence and infestation?
All the above need to be answered for consideration of the paper for publication.
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The attribution given in lines- 216 to 221 are vague and appears to be virtual.

Minor REVISION comments

Grammatical mistakes and typing mistakes need to be corrected- line 373, 374, 16.
Information in the lines of 270-274 is a repetition. Needs to take care.

Optional/General comments

The paper has no scientific base. The results appear to be vague and lack of clarity in
explanation.
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