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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.


	Importance of the manuscript for the scientific community
This manuscript addresses an urgent challenge in tropical and subtropical vegetable production: how to maintain or increase okra yield while reducing reliance on full chemical fertilization. The authors evaluate an Integrated Nutrient Management (INM) strategy that combines a reduced proportion of Recommended Dose of Fertilizer (RDF) with multiple organic amendments including farmyard manure, vermicompost, and an on-farm banana peel + eggshell mixture. This type of approach is directly relevant to smallholder and resource-limited farmers because it links yield performance (up to 18.9 t ha⁻¹ in T6) with low-cost, locally available nutrient source
The work is also important in terms of sustainability. It supports the idea that 75% RDF, when biologically complemented by organic sources, can outperform the standard 100% RDF in both growth and yield. This suggests a pathway to reduce synthetic fertilizer input and its environmental burden (soil acidification, runoff, loss of structure) without yield penalty, which is aligned with current goals in climate-resilient and regenerative agriculture. 
Finally, the manuscript contributes practically applicable recommendations for extension work: it does not stop at theory but proposes a specific nutrient package (T6) that growers could realistically adopt.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title — “Effect of Integrated Nutrient Management Using Chemical Fertilizer and Combined Organic Sources on Growth and Yield of Okra (Abelmoschus esculentus L.)” — is generally accurate and reflects both the crop and the core objective.
However, it could be made slightly more specific by mentioning the partial RDF strategy, which is actually one of the main findings. A possible alternative is:
“Partial Replacement of Recommended Dose Fertilizer with Organic Inputs Improves Growth and Yield of Okra (Abelmoschus esculentus L.) under an Integrated Nutrient Management Strategy.”
This is optional, not mandatory.
	

	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.


	1. The abstract is clear and follows a logical order (aim, design, main results, conclusion). It clearly identifies T6 (75% RDF + FYM + VC + banana peel + eggshell mixture) as the best-performing treatment in terms of plant growth and total pod yield. 

Suggested improvements:

· Please report at least one numeric yield comparison directly in the abstract (for example: “T6 achieved 18.9 t ha⁻¹, approximately 40% higher than full 100% RDF and more than double the unfertilized control”). 

· Clarify the statistical significance language (“significantly (P ≤ 0.05) higher”).

· Briefly mention the experimental design (Randomized Block Design with six treatments and three replications) so readers immediately trust the robustness. 

Otherwise, the abstract is acceptable.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	4. Overall, yes. The agronomic logic is sound: integrating organic materials with reduced RDF improved vegetative growth (plant height 135.2 cm in T6 vs. 118.9 cm in 100% RDF and 95.1 cm in the unfertilized control at 90 DAS) and yield (18.9 t ha⁻¹ in T6 vs. 13.5 t ha⁻¹ in 100% RDF and 8.2 t ha⁻¹ in control). 

Positive points:

· The experiment uses a standard Randomized Block Design with replication.

· Growth and yield parameters (plant height, leaves per plant, days to 50% flowering, fruits per plant, fruit weight, pod yield) are agronomically relevant and were statistically analyzed by ANOVA followed by mean separation. 

· The discussion attempts to interpret the superiority of the integrated treatment in terms of nutrient release patterns, soil structure, and micronutrient supply from vermicompost and banana peel/eggshell inputs. 

Points that need clarification / minor revision:
a) Site description: Please clarify the exact location description. The text says “Paavai Engineering College (M.S Swaminathan Vayal Kudam), Namakkal” but does not provide coordinates, rainfall, temperature range, or classification of the climate beyond “North West Agro-Climatic Zone.” Readers outside India will not know what that zone means. 

b) Soil analysis: You report initial soil pH (6.8), organic carbon (0.45%), and NPK status qualitatively (low/medium). Please provide actual available N, P, K values in standard units (kg ha⁻¹ or ppm) if they were measured. 

c) Banana Peel and Eggshell Mixture (BEM): This is very interesting, but it needs more methodological detail. For reproducibility, please specify:

· Was the banana peel sun-dried or oven-dried? For how long / at what approximate temperature?

· Particle size after grinding (fine powder, <2 mm, etc.)

· How many days before sowing was it incorporated and was it band-applied or broadcast?
Without this information, future researchers cannot replicate T6. 

d) Statistical analysis: You mention Tukey’s HSD / Critical Difference (CD). Please clearly state which post-hoc test you finally used in Tables 1 and 2. Right now the tables show only one “CD (P ≤ 0.05)” row, but not letter groupings (a, b, c). If you used CD values (LSD-type), keep CD and remove “Tukey” from Methods. If you used Tukey HSD, then include letter groupings in each column. 

e) Units: In Table 2, yield is expressed as “t ha⁻¹”. Please also confirm pod yield basis (green fresh pods at harvest, marketable grade) in the caption. 

f)  biosafety / regulatory aspects: You are applying plant-based and eggshell-derived amendments in open field. Please confirm that no prohibited materials (e.g. untreated biomedical waste) were used, and that eggshell material was from clean, domestic food waste and not biological hazard sources. This is mostly for clarity and transparency.

After these clarifications, I consider the science acceptable.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list includes both foundational work (e.g. Kumar & Pandita 2015; Mal et al. 2013) and recent sources from 2023–2025 discussing vermicompost, reduced RDF strategies, and soil health benefits. 


This is good, because many fertilizer-management papers in vegetables still cite only very old sources. You even include 2024 and 2025 references (e.g. Chowdhury et al. 2024; Nabam et al. 2025; Sihag et al. 2025), which strengthens current relevance. 


Minor suggestion: please verify that all in-text citations exist in the References, with correct spelling (for example, “Shankar Lal Yadav et al., 2023” should match exactly the reference entry style). And please harmonize journal names (some are abbreviated inconsistently, some are in full).
	

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


	5. Is the language/English quality suitable for scholarly communication?
Mostly yes. The manuscript is understandable, logically structured, and uses correct agronomic terminology.
However, there are places where the English could be smoothed for publication quality. Examples:

· “Okra … locally known as Bhendi…” could be shortened to “Okra (Abelmoschus esculentus L.), commonly known as bhendi in India, …”. 

· Some long sentences in the Introduction and Discussion could be split for clarity and to avoid repetition of “synergistic/synergy.”
Overall, this is not a barrier to publication; light language editing is enough.


	

	Optional/General comments


	  Please add figure(s): The manuscript mentions “Figure 1,” but the actual graphical figure is not embedded in the file I received. Please ensure you include a bar chart or line graph of yield per treatment (T1–T6), and plant height or leaf number at 90 DAS, including error bars and statistical groupings. 

  Clearly state the economic / farmer recommendation in the Conclusion: e.g. “For practical adoption, we recommend applying 75% of the conventional NPK dose together with FYM (10 t ha⁻¹), vermicompost (5 t ha⁻¹), and ~1 t ha⁻¹ of locally prepared banana peel + eggshell mixture, to obtain higher and more sustainable okra yield.” 

  Please standardize units and spacing: “t ha⁻¹” (with a space), “kg ha⁻¹”, “cm”, “g”, etc.
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