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	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.


	
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	
	

	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.


	
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	
	

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


	
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. Abstract:

· The abstract is overly verbose and could be condensed for clarity. For instance, the inclusion of detailed molecular weights and methodology specifics makes it cumbersome to read.

· The results section of the abstract lacks proper connection to the significance of findings for field applications.

2. Introduction:

· The introduction provides an exhaustive background on B. zonata and B. bassiana.
· Redundant information about the role of cuticle-degrading enzymes and the general biology of B. bassiana unnecessarily elongates the section.

3. Materials and Methods:

· There is an inconsistent level of detail, e.g., overly detailed enzyme extraction protocols, but the bioassay setup lacks clarity on controls used.

· The statistical methods section does not specify why Tukey’s test was chosen or how it addresses specific hypotheses.

· Figure legends and table descriptions are insufficiently detailed, leading to potential misinterpretation.

4. Results:

· Data presentation is repetitive; the mortality data for larvae, pupae, and adults could be consolidated into fewer tables or figures for better readability.

· Figures lack adequate labeling, making it difficult to interpret results without referring back to the text.

· Statistical results (e.g., F-values) are presented without context or explanation of their significance.

5. Discussion:

· The discussion merely reiterates results without providing a critical analysis or connecting findings to broader pest management implications.

· The manuscript lacks comparison with similar studies, making it difficult to place the results in a global or regional context.

· Some claims (e.g., the unique ability of B. bassiana to penetrate cuticles) are overstated without adequate referencing or justification.

6. Conclusion:

· The conclusion is vague and fails to provide specific recommendations for future research or practical applications.

7. Figures and Tables:

· The quality of figures (e.g., SDS-PAGE gel images) is poor, making it difficult to discern details like band visibility.

· Tables are cluttered with excessive numerical data, which could be streamlined.

8. References:

· Several references are outdated and fail to include recent advancements in entomopathogenic fungi research.

· Some cited studies appear irrelevant to the current manuscript’s focus and could be omitted.

9. Language and Style:

· The manuscript contains grammatical errors and awkward phrasing, e.g., "untreated people coming in last" in the results section.

· Excessive technical jargon limits accessibility to a broader audience.

General Recommendations:

· Focus on streamlining content and removing redundancies in all sections.

· Enhance data presentation with clear, labeled figures and concise tables.

· Provide deeper insights and critical evaluation in the discussion.

· Proofread thoroughly for grammatical errors and improve overall readability.
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