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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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.


	This manuscript is of significant significance to the scientific community as it presents a comprehensive and cutting-edge synthesis of Integrated Pest Management (IPM) as a systemic approach to achieving sustainable agriculture and ecosystem resilience. 
This article not only summarizes the conceptual and historical development of IPM but also integrates empirical evidence across disciplines, including ecology, economics, policy, and digital technology, thereby enriching the contemporary IPM theoretical framework. 
Furthermore, the discussion of implementation challenges, research gaps, and future innovation directions provides a solid foundation for researchers, policymakers, and practitioners to develop more adaptive, science-based, and relevant IPM strategies to address climate change and global agroecosystem dynamics. 
Thus, this manuscript contributes as a key reference for further research and strengthening IPM practices globally.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	In principle, the title is appropriate for the manuscript's content. It accurately represents the scope of the article, which is a review discussing IPM in the context of agricultural sustainability, ecosystem health, and the integration of ecological and managerial aspects. However, a more relevant title could have been used:
"Integrated Pest Management for Sustainable Agriculture: A Holistic Review of Principles, Impacts, and Future Innovations"
	

	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 is substantively adequate, but minor revisions are recommended to:

- emphasize the purpose of the review,

- clarify the scientific contribution, and

- slightly streamline the tactical description.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	This manuscript is scientifically accurate and publishable. Minor revisions for clarification and editorial purposes, rather than corrections to the scientific substance, would be beneficial.

1. Impact Generalization

Some statements about the success of the HDI are general and could be strengthened with context (region, commodity, or business scale) to avoid appearing universal.

2. Chronological Details and Terminology

There are minor inaccuracies (e.g., the historical timeline and some institutional terms) that are editorial in nature, not conceptual scientific errors.

3. New Technology Claims

The sections related to AI and digital HDI are relevant, but some applications are still at the experimental or pilot stage; this should be emphasized to maintain scientific prudentness.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Sufficient, strong, and up-to-date references support all scientific claims in the manuscript. For greater accuracy, 3–4 strategic references (agroecology, policy, digitalization, farmer behavior) should be added to:

- enhance the depth of analysis,

- enhance the manuscript's competitiveness in reputable journals.
	

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


	English is adequate for scientific communication, but it would be better if:

- tense tightening,

- systematic grammar improvements,

- academic style alignment.
	

	Optional/General comments


	-
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	I think the article does not contain any serious ethical violations.
	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No direct indication of a conflict of interest in the sense generally applicable in scientific publications was found in this article.
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	-
	


	PART  3: Declaration of Competing Interest of the Reviewer:



	Here reviewer should declare his/her competing interest. If nothing to declare he/she can write “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer”


	PART  4: Objective Evaluation:



	Guideline
	MARKS of this  manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 

( Highest: 10  Lowest: 0 )

Guideline: 

Accept As It Is: (>9-10)

Minor Revision: (>8-9)

Major Revision: (>7-8)

Serious Major revision: (>5-7)

Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)

Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
	7.5
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