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	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.


	The manuscript addresses an important aspect of sustainable agriculture by evaluating the combined effects of nitrogen, phosphorus, and biofertilizers on the growth, yield, and quality of okra. Given the global push toward reducing chemical fertilizer use, the findings contribute valuable insights into integrated nutrient management strategies. The study is particularly relevant for regions like eastern Uttar Pradesh, where optimizing crop productivity under resource-limited conditions is critical. The outcomes of this research may aid researchers, agronomists, and farmers in adopting more efficient and eco-friendly cultivation practices for okra and similar vegetable crops.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The title is appropriate and reflecting the core objective of the study. 
	

	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 general overview of the experiment, including the objective, methodology, key findings, and conclusion. However, it lacks clarity and precise scientific structure. The writing style is informal in places. The abstract would benefit from improvements in grammar, sentence structure, and scientific clarity. Here are specific suggestions:
1. Include specific results with units: For example, mention the yield differences explicitly (e.g., "Azotobacter treatment increased yield from X to Y q/ha").
2. Clarify the experimental design: Instead of "The factorial experiment was layout...", it should be "A factorial randomised block design (RBD) was used with eight treatment combinations and three replications."
3. Improve flow and grammar: Sentences like “Fruit yield (kg/plot) was uniformly pushed up...” should be revised to something more scientific, such as “Fruit yield was significantly increased with the application of Azotobacter.”
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and presents a valid study design with appropriate treatment structure and relevant agronomic parameters. The results are consistent with the objectives, and the statistical analysis supports the conclusions drawn.

However, to enhance the overall scientific quality of the manuscript, the authors are advised to:

· Ensure consistency in the use of terminology, units, and formatting throughout the text (e.g., use of "q/ha" vs. "kg/plot").

· Review the manuscript thoroughly for grammatical errors and formatting issues. For instance, in the last line of the abstract, the word "Specially" is incorrectly capitalised and should be "specially".

· Eliminate repetition in result descriptions and improve scientific language for clarity and precision.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references cited in the manuscript are relevant and adequately support the study's objectives and findings. They include a mix of foundational literature and region-specific studies, which add contextual value. The inclusion of both national and international sources enhances the credibility of the work. Overall, the reference section is appropriate and sufficient for the scope of the manuscript.
	

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


	The manuscript communicates the scientific content but requires minor language editing. Several grammatical and structural issues affect clarity and flow. A thorough proofreading is recommended to improve readability and meet scholarly standards.
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