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	Reviewer’s comment
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	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.


	This manuscript contributes significantly to pest management research by presenting field-based evidence on the effectiveness of a Chlorpyrifos and Fipronil combination against a key pest of okra. Earias vitella is a major threat to okra productivity, and current control measures often face limitations due to resistance or environmental concerns. The findings offer practical guidance for integrated pest management (IPM) strategies, especially for smallholder farmers in tropical regions. The study also bridges the gap between experimental trials and field-level applicability, which is highly valuable for agricultural entomologists, extension specialists, and policymakers aiming to improve crop protection frameworks.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is generally suitable, but it is quite lengthy. A more concise and focused title may enhance clarity and readability. Suggested alternative:

“Field Efficacy of Chlorpyrifos + Fipronil EC Against Shoot and Fruit Borer (Earias vitella) in Okra”

This version retains the essential elements while being more reader-friendly.


	

	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 adequately summarizes the objective, methodology, key findings, and conclusion. However, some revisions are recommended:

· Include numerical values for both years (2019 and 2020) side by side for better comparative clarity.

· Specify statistical significance (e.g., p-values) if available, to enhance credibility.

· Consider removing overly detailed treatment codes from the abstract; they can be described fully in the methodology section.

· Add a sentence about ecological implications or safety concerns, which are currently missing.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript appears scientifically valid, employing a randomized block design (RBD) with proper controls, standard checks, and statistical analysis (ANOVA). The results are consistent across two seasons, reinforcing the reliability of the findings. However, it lacks the following:

· Discussion of phytotoxicity
· Environmental impact assessment
· Long-term sustainability or resistance management perspectives
These points should be addressed for a more holistic evaluation.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are limited and not sufficiently recent. A few important and updated references on pesticide mixtures, insect resistance management, and integrated pest management should be added.

Suggested references include:
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https://doi.org/10.2903/j.efsa.2024.8498


	

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


	The manuscript is generally understandable, but the English can be improved for scholarly clarity. Specific suggestions include:

· Shortening long sentences for better readability

· Improving verb tenses in the Results and Conclusion sections

· Correcting minor grammatical inconsistencies (e.g., plural forms, article usage)
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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