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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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.
	The paper has a solid experimental foundation and addresses an important topic in sustainable pest management. The strongest finding is the consistent increase in natural enemy abundance under the bio-intensive habitat manipulation module compared with the conventional pesticide-based approach.
	




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 – Several citations are 10 years or more old
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


	2
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Major Weaknesses
•	Language and grammar require extensive editing. 
•	Experimental objectives are not clearly stated. 
•	Methodology lacks important details. 
•	Statistical analysis is insufficiently described. 
•	Results and discussion often overstate conclusions. 
•	Economic feasibility claims are unsupported by data. 
•	Several interpretations attribute effects to individual components although the treatments tested entire modules. 
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	2
Decision: Major Revision
Essential revisions before publication:
1.	Improve English language and grammar throughout. 
2.	Clearly state objectives and hypotheses. 
3.	Update references and production statistics. 
4.	Strengthen methodology details. 
5.	Temper conclusions regarding causality. 
6.	Remove unsupported claims about economics unless economic analysis is included. 
7.	Include pest incidence, yield, and economic data if available. 
8.	Discuss limitations arising from testing complex IPM packages rather than individual habitat manipulation components. 
9.	Expand discussion using recent literature on conservation biological control and ecological engineering. 
10.	Standardise scientific names and formatting.
	




PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	Suggest revision to: "Evaluation of Habitat Manipulation-Based IPM Modules for Enhancing Natural Enemy Populations in Okra (Abelmoschus esculentus L.) Ecosystems"
	 

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	Yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	Major Scientific Concerns
1. Economic Feasibility Not Demonstrated
The manuscript repeatedly claims:
•	economically feasible 
•	cost effective 
However:
•	No cost calculations. 
•	No benefit-cost ratio. 
•	No economic analysis. 
These claims should be removed or supported with data.

2. Yield Data Missing
The study focuses only on natural enemies.
For an IPM paper, readers expect:
•	Pest incidence 
•	Fruit damage 
•	Yield 
•	Economics 
Without these, practical recommendations are weakened.

3. Natural Enemy Density is Very Low
Reported values:
•	0.37 coccinellids/plant 
•	0.40 chrysopids/plant 
The authors should discuss whether these densities are biologically meaningful and sufficient to affect pest suppression.

4. Confounding Treatment Structure
M1 combines:
•	Habitat manipulation 
•	Biological control 
•	Botanicals 
•	Microbial pesticides 
•	Traps 
Therefore:
The study evaluates an integrated package rather than habitat manipulation alone.
This limitation should be explicitly acknowledged.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	References are 10 years or more old
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	No
	




Reviewer details:

Anthony Meli, University of Malta, Malta

Page 4 of 4
V240326


