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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 is important for the scientific community as it provides insights into eco-friendly management strategies for controlling Tetranychus urticae, a significant pest affecting okra cultivation. By comparing the efficacy of botanical extracts, oils, and acaricides, the study highlights alternative pest control methods that can reduce reliance on synthetic chemicals, thereby promoting sustainable agriculture. The findings contribute to integrated pest management (IPM) strategies, emphasizing the potential of botanical solutions for effective pest suppression. Additionally, the study offers valuable data on yield outcomes, assisting researchers and farmers in selecting optimal treatments for better crop productivity.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title, "Bio Efficacy of Certain Botanical Extracts, Oils and Acaricides Against Two-Spotted Spider Mite, Tetranychus urticae (Koch) on Okra", is informative but could be slightly refined for clarity and precision.

Suggested Alternative Title: "Comparative Bioefficacy of Botanical Extracts, Oils, and Acaricides Against Two-Spotted Spider Mite on Okra"

These alternative emphasize the comparative nature and pest management focus of the study while maintaining scientific clarity. 
	

	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 provides a clear summary of the experiment conducted, including the location, year, treatments, and key findings. However, it could be improved for clarity and comprehensiveness. Here are my suggestions for revision:

Suggested Additions:

1. Objective Clarification: Begin with a clear statement of the study's objective. For example:
"The objective of this study was to assess the bioefficacy of various botanical extracts, oils, and acaricides against the two-spotted spider mite (TSSM), Tetranychus urticae (Koch) on okra."
2. Methodology Details: While the treatments are clearly listed, the experimental design (e.g., randomized block design, replication details) and evaluation method (mite count method) could be briefly mentioned.

3. Results Interpretation: The abstract lists the results numerically, but the significance of the differences between treatments is not explained. Consider mentioning which treatments were statistically significant compared to the control.

4. Conclusion and Practical Implications: The abstract should end with a conclusive statement, such as:
"The results suggest that Dicofol and Fenezaquin were the most effective in reducing TSSM populations, while botanical extracts and oils demonstrated moderate efficacy. These findings can contribute to the development of eco-friendly pest management strategies for okra cultivation."
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript appears scientifically sound in terms of presenting a controlled field and pot culture study with multiple treatments for evaluating the bioefficacy of botanical extracts, oils, and acaricides against Tetranychus urticae on okra. However, the scientific correctness can be further strengthened by addressing the following points:

1. Consistency in Data Reporting:
· Ensure uniformity in how results are reported. Some sections describe results with cumulative means, while others emphasize individual means. Clarify this for consistency.

2. Statistical Analysis:
· The manuscript mentions LSD tests but lacks details about the statistical software or specific formulas used for analysis. Ensure clarity on the statistical approach and confirm if assumptions for LSD were met.

3. Clarity in Interpretation:
· Phrases such as "maximum mite population was observed" can be misleading when discussing efficacy. It might be clearer to emphasize "least effective treatment" rather than "maximum population."

4. Typographical Errors:
· Several species names and references are not italicized (e.g., Tetranychus urticae should be italicized throughout).

· References have minor inconsistencies (e.g., "Kumar and Singh (20034)" is a typo).

5. Reference Verification:
· Some references lack proper citation formatting and may need verification for accuracy and completeness.

6. Conclusion:
· The conclusion is implied but not explicitly stated. Adding a dedicated conclusion section summarizing findings and practical implications would strengthen the manuscript.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references in your manuscript could benefit from some updates and additions to ensure sufficient coverage of recent research and broader scientific validation. Currently, many references cited are relatively older, with limited coverage of the latest developments in botanical extracts and acaricides for Tetranychus urticae management. Including more recent references will strengthen the scientific rigor of your manuscript and better reflect current knowledge in the field. 
	

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


	The language quality of the article is generally suitable for scholarly communication, but it could benefit from some refinement to ensure clarity and professionalism. Here are some observations:

· The scientific terms and concepts are mostly accurate and appropriate for the field.

· The experimental details and results are clearly presented.

Areas for Improvement:

1. Consistency in Terminology:
· Ensure consistent use of terms. For example, "two-spotted spider mite" and "TSSM" should be used consistently once the abbreviation is introduced.

2. Grammar and Syntax:
· Minor grammatical improvements are needed, especially with verb tense consistency and article usage. 

3. Formal Tone:
· Maintain a formal scholarly tone throughout. Phrases like "it can be clearly seen" could be replaced with "The data indicate."

By addressing these areas, the manuscript will be better suited for scholarly communication. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. Introduction and Background:
· The introduction clearly sets the context for the study, but it could benefit from a more detailed review of the existing literature on similar research. This would better emphasize the novelty and significance of the study in the broader scientific context.

2. Methodology:
· The methodology is well-detailed, but a brief explanation of the rationale for choosing specific treatments (e.g., botanical extracts, oils, and acaricides) would strengthen the argument for their relevance.

· Ensure that the experimental design and statistical methods are clearly described to allow reproducibility. Specifically, information on the replication of experiments and control treatment would help.

3. Results and Discussion:
· The results are well-presented, but further interpretation in the discussion section would be useful. For example, explain how the observed effectiveness of treatments compares to previous studies.

· A deeper analysis of the potential mechanisms behind the effectiveness of botanical extracts and oils in controlling TSSM would enrich the discussion.

4. Figures and Tables:
· The figures and tables are appropriately placed, but ensure that each figure is accompanied by a thorough caption that provides context for the reader. Consider discussing the key trends shown in the tables directly in the text to link the data to the narrative more clearly.

5. Conclusion:
· The conclusion summarizes the key findings well. However, it could be expanded to suggest future directions for research, particularly on the integration of botanical treatments into pest management systems or field trials.

6. References:
· The references provided are generally relevant and up-to-date, though additional references to recent studies on integrated pest management (IPM) or sustainable pest control might strengthen the manuscript further.
By considering these general suggestions, the manuscript could achieve a more comprehensive and insightful presentation of the research findings.
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the 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 detail)

There are no any ethical issues in this manuscript. The study focuses on agricultural research involving mite pest populations in okra crop, and there are no elements that raise ethical concerns related to human or animal subjects. This study follows standard experimental procedures for field research.

	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	There are no competing interest issues mentioned in the manuscript. It would be prudent for the authors to include a statement explicitly declaring that they have no conflicts of interest, as this is a standard practice in scholarly publications to ensure transparency and objectivity.
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	No
	


	PART  3: Declaration of Competing Interest of the Reviewer:



	As the reviewer, I declare that I have no competing interests related to the evaluation of this manuscript. I have conducted the review impartially and objectively, with no personal or professional conflicts that could influence my assessment.


	PART  4: Objective Evaluation:



	Guideline
	MARKS of this  manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 

( Highest: 10  Lowest: 0 )

Guideline: 

Accept As It Is: (>9-10)

Minor Revision: (>8-9)

Major Revision: (>7-8)

Serious Major revision: (>5-7)

Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)

Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
	Minor Revision: (>8-9)




	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):



	
	Author’s Feedback
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