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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 a timely and important topic concerning the effects of climate change on insect pest dynamics and their natural enemies in agroecosystems. Its major strength lies in considering not only the direct responses of insect pests to changing climatic conditions but also the potential effects on parasitoids, predators, and other biological control agents. Understanding these interactions is particularly important because climate-induced changes in pest–natural enemy relationships may influence the effectiveness of biological control and integrated pest management programmes. The review therefore has potential value for researchers and crop-protection professionals working towards climate-resilient and sustainable pest management strategies.
	






PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 – Excellent
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 – Good
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 – Good
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 – Good
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 – Excellent
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 – Good
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 – Good
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 – Satisfactory
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 – Satisfactory
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable

	5 – Excellent
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 – Good
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 – Excellent
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4 – Good
	

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4 – Good
	




PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

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


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES.
The title is clear and appropriately reflects the scope of the review, including climate change, insect pests, natural enemies, and implications for crop protection.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	          NO – Revision is recommended.
1. Reduce the length and density: The abstract contains considerable background information and several detailed statements. It should be condensed to highlight the main message more effectively. 
2. State the review approach more clearly: Briefly mention the literature-search approach and the nature of the evidence synthesised so readers can understand how the review was conducted. 
3. Present the key findings more precisely: The major responses of pests and natural enemies to temperature, elevated CO₂, altered precipitation and extreme climatic events should be summarised more directly rather than providing numerous details. 
4. Avoid overgeneralisation: The statement suggesting that climate change generally favours pests over their natural enemies should be qualified, as the manuscript itself reports considerable variation among species, trophic groups and environmental conditions. 
5. Highlight the principal research gap: The abstract should more explicitly mention the limited evidence from tropical/subtropical agroecosystems and the shortage of long-term, multitrophic field studies. 
6. Strengthen the practical implication: The final part should clearly connect the synthesis with climate-resilient biological control and integrated pest management (IPM).

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO – Some scientific aspects require revision and clarification.
Suggestions for improvement:
1. Avoid broad generalisation: The conclusion that climate change generally favours insect pests over their natural enemies should be qualified because the reviewed studies show species-, system-, and context-dependent responses. 
2. Strengthen critical evaluation: Some sections mainly describe individual studies. The authors should more critically compare contradictory findings and explain possible reasons for differences among studies. 
3. Improve evidence support: Specific quantitative and mechanistic claims should be supported by appropriate primary research articles wherever possible rather than relying predominantly on reviews or secondary sources. 
4. Account for geographical bias: Many conclusions are based largely on temperate systems. The authors should avoid extending these conclusions to tropical and subtropical agroecosystems without sufficient evidence. 
5. Clarify variability among natural enemies: Parasitoids, predators and entomopathogens may respond differently to climatic drivers. These groups should not be treated as having a uniform response. 
6. Strengthen the evidence-selection methodology: The limited database coverage and absence of numerical records for identified, screened and included studies reduce the transparency of the evidence synthesis.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	        NO – Further strengthening is recommended.
Suggestions for improvement:
1. Include more recent primary studies: Although the manuscript contains references up to 2024–2025, some sections rely substantially on older or secondary literature. Recent original research should be incorporated where available. 
2. Strengthen tropical and subtropical literature: The reference base is geographically biased toward temperate systems. More studies from tropical and subtropical agroecosystems would improve the global relevance of the review. 
3. Prefer primary research for specific claims: Quantitative and mechanistic statements regarding temperature thresholds, pest development, parasitoid performance, phenological mismatch, and biological-control efficiency should preferably cite the original experimental studies. 
4. Strengthen evidence for case studies: Particularly for the desert locust section, important climate-related interpretations should be supported with additional peer-reviewed research alongside institutional sources such as FAO. 
5. Verify citation–claim correspondence: Each reference should be checked to ensure that it directly supports the specific statement for which it is cited. 
6. Check reference consistency: The authors should carefully verify formatting, completeness, DOI information, journal names, and consistency between in-text citations and the reference list.

	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	NO.
No specific ethical concerns involving human participants, animals, or similar ethical issues are apparent from this narrative review.
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Jyoti Gawaria, Chaudhary Charan Singh Haryana Agricultural University, India
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