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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	This manuscript provides important field – based evidence on the efficacy of indigenous bio – formulations in managing the major insect pests of okra. The results help fill an existing knowledge gap regarding sustainable, eco – friendly alternatives to chemical insecticides. Moreover, these data can readily integrate into IPM programs for such an economically and nutritionally important crop, such as okra.  
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is clear, correct and appropriate
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.
	The abstract is generally clear, informative, and provides a good overview of the study. However, the term "major insect pests" is used, but the results only refer to leafhopper and shoot and fruit borer. So, please consider including the scientific names of the pest in the abstract for context.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct in terms of methodology, data collection, analysis and interpretation. The study design and results support the conclusions drown about the efficacy of indigenous bio – formulation. Minor improvements can be made: - in the abstract, Quinalphos yield is reported as 13.66 t/ha, but in table 5 it is 14.3 t/ha; such inconsistencies should be corrected. - Some numerical values (e.g., in yield or percent reduction) are slightly inconsistent between texts, tables and abstract; ensure all numbers are consistent throughout. - Also, the abstract states "significantly reduced pest populations", but the results do not include p-values or other statistical measures; adding these would strengthen scientific rigor.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, they are sufficient, most of the references being after 2020.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	There are minor language and formatting issues that could be improved. For example, some sentences are long or awkward
	

	Optional/General comments


	-provided that a few minor revisions are made, such as correcting minor inconsistencies in numerical data and improving clarity in some sentences. Overall, the work makes a valuable contribution to the field and is suitable for publication after these adjustments
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No 
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