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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 provides crucial insights into the effectiveness of eco-friendly, bio-rational insecticides for managing major lepidopteran pests on cabbage crops. The study’s findings are highly relevant to the scientific community, especially in the context of sustainable agriculture and integrated pest management (IPM). The use of biopesticides such as Bacillus thuringiensis and Beauveria bassiana has shown significant efficacy in controlling pests like the diamondback moth, thereby reducing the reliance on conventional chemical pesticides, which have adverse environmental impacts. Moreover, the research contributes valuable data on pest population reduction, crop yield enhancement, and cost-effectiveness, offering potential solutions for farmers struggling with pesticide resistance and ensuring safer pest control options for cabbage cultivation. This work aligns with global agricultural trends toward reducing chemical use while maintaining productivity.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally clear and concise, highlighting the focus on the effectiveness of eco-friendly bio-rational insecticides for pest control in cabbage. However, the term “bio-rational insecticides” could be simplified or clarified for a broader audience, as it might not be familiar to all readers.
	

	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 summary of the study’s aim, methodology, and key findings. It highlights the bio-rational insecticides tested, their effectiveness against specific pests, and their impact on cabbage yield. However, it could benefit from some improvements in clarity and additional information.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct. It employs standard experimental techniques for evaluating the bio-efficacy of eco-friendly insecticides in controlling lepidopteran pests. The methodology, including the use of a randomized block design, appropriate insecticide treatments, and statistical analysis (Duncan's Multiple Range Test), follows sound scientific principles. The results are consistent with existing literature regarding the effectiveness of Beauveria bassiana, Bacillus thuringiensis, and neem-based products as bio-rational insecticides, supporting the conclusions drawn in the study. Additionally, the discussion of pest management strategies, such as the use of bio-rational insecticides to mitigate pesticide resistance, is well-founded.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient and include relevant and recent studies that support the manuscript's claims regarding the efficacy of bio-rational insecticides. Studies from 2020 and earlier, such as those by Fening et al. (2020) and Prasannakumar et al. (2014), add credibility to the research. However, there is room for improvement in terms of including the most recent publications and a broader scope of studies.
	

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


	The language quality of the manuscript is generally suitable for scholarly communication. The writing is clear and concise, with proper use of scientific terminology. The technical descriptions of the methodology, results, and discussion are appropriately framed for an academic audience.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	Not there are not any ethical issues in this manuscript
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