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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 scientifically relevant as it deals with the management of spider mites, an economically important spider-like arachnids that feed on plants’ sap causing various infestation stress. The use of biopesticides in their control is greatly required to reduce the effects of synthetic pesticides in our gardens. Reduction  in their population also enhance okra and other crop productivity as it alos increases farmers’ profits.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes. 
	

	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.


	No. Authers are suggested to re-strcture the abstract by including the main problem that led to this study. Few sentences on the procedure adopted during the experiments is also required. Results should presented by indicating the most effective and least effective treatments. A concluding remark along with recommendations based on the findings should in included in this section. The language used also needs to be improved.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes. However, the design in the pot experiment should be completely randomoized design (CRD not RBD), being indoor experiment while reverse will be the case for the field experiment. The specific software used for statistical analysis should be mentioned. Tables 1 and 2 titles are lengthy, need to be revised into a short, precise and meaningful forms. There is no statistics in the tables which indicate the significance of the treatments. The tables format is not scientific, kindly improve. There is also need for a heading ‘’Conclsion’’ before the references. This will provide a summary on the main findings and prospects on this topic.  
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The refrences are insufficient and outdated. Authors are advised to add and update citations in the manuscript. 
	

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


	Yes, however, the entire manuscript shall be checked and revised as per language quality.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is interesting and scientifically based, authors are advised to improve the article by incorporating the suggestions given above.
	


	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)

No
	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	No
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	Here reviewer should declare his/her competing interest. If nothing to declare he/she can write “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer”
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	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)
	>7-8
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