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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.

	This manuscript provides a timely and critical narrative synthesis on the impacts of global warming and climate variability on insect pest dynamics and Integrated Pest Management (IPM) decision frameworks. It effectively addresses a major research gap by evaluating how fluctuating thermal regimes, elevated $\text{CO}_2$, and extreme events alter pest physiology, phenology, and tactical efficacy. Furthermore, the review offers actionable insights by recommending adaptive, climate-smart modifications to static Economic Injury Levels (EILs) and biological, chemical, and cultural control strategies. Overall, this study is highly valuable to entomologists, agricultural scientists, and policy developers designing resilient crop protection systems under climate change.

	



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
	

	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
	5
	

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

	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
	5
	

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

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

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

	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
	5
	

	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
	                                     5
	

	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
	

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

	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
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	




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 accurately and concisely captures the focus, scope, and nature of the review
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The abstract succinctly covers the core themes, key findings, gaps identified, and practical implications of climate-smart IPM.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. However, minor revisions are recommended to strengthen specific discussion areas:
1. Agroforestry Trade-offs: Section 7.1 discusses shade/agroforestry microclimate buffering but should briefly acknowledge potential trade-offs, such as altered microclimate humidity promoting fungal plant pathogens. 
2. Biochemical Resistance Pathways: Section 6.2 mentions cross-protection between thermal stress and insecticide tolerance; adding a short explanation of shared detoxification pathways (e.g., HSPs, P450s) will add mechanistic depth. 
3. Bt Crop Expression: Section 7.3 should expand on how drought and heat stress impact $Bt$ Cry toxin stability and sublethal exposure risks in pests. 
4. Incomplete Text: Please complete the sentence in Section 8.2 that ends abruptly near (Gugissa et al., 2022).
The manuscript is well-conceptualized, critically written, and methodologically sound. The synthesis of thermal ecology and practical IPM adaptation is done exceptionally well. I recommend Minor Revision to allow the authors to complete the truncated sentence in Section 8.2 and briefly address the three minor points noted in Part 2.2.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The reference list is extensive, authoritative, and incorporates recent, peer-reviewed literature.
	

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

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

	NO.
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