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	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 addresses the economic and ecological importance of termites, particularly Microtermes and Odontotermes, which are among the most destructive pests in agricultural and forestry systems. By compiling information on their biology, infestation behaviour, and management practices, it provides a useful baseline for researchers and practitioners working on sustainable pest management. The paper emphasizes the need for integrated approaches that combine cultural, biological, and chemical methods, which is highly relevant in the context of reducing pesticide dependency. Such a review can help guide future research, highlight gaps in field application of biocontrol agents, and support the development of eco-friendly IPM strategies.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title — “Status review of forest destroyer: White ant (Termite: Microtermes & Odontotermes)” — is understandable.
	

	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 general overview of termite species, their economic impact, and the importance of IPM. However, it reads more like an extended introduction and lacks a clear structure. For better clarity, the abstract should briefly cover (i) the problem statement, (ii) key aspects of termite infestation and management highlighted in the review, and (iii) the main conclusion or future direction.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is mostly scientifically correct. The information on termite species, their damage, and management options is valid and supported by references. However, the paper mainly reads like a compilation of facts, and it would be more valuable if the authors compared the effectiveness of different methods and highlighted gaps more clearly. Some of the references are quite old, and a few statements could be better supported with more recent studies. I did not notice any major scientific errors, but the manuscript would benefit from careful revision to make the discussion more analytical rather than purely descriptive.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript includes a large number of references, which shows that the authors have made an effort to compile past work on termites. However, many of the references are quite old (from the 1980s and 1990s), and only a few are from the last 5–10 years. Since research on IPM, biological control, and climate change impacts on termite populations has advanced recently, the authors should incorporate more up-to-date studies. This will make the review more relevant for the present-day scientific community.

I suggest adding recent papers on:

1. Advances in entomopathogenic fungi and nematodes for termite control (last 5–7 years).

2. The role of climate change in termite population dynamics.

3. Newer insecticide chemistries and biopesticide formulations being tested against subterranean termites.

Including these would strengthen the review and balance the heavy reliance on older literature.


	

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


	The language quality of the manuscript is not fully suitable for scholarly communication in its current form. While the content is understandable, there are frequent grammatical mistakes, long and repetitive sentences.

I recommend that the manuscript be thoroughly edited for grammar, clarity, and style, preferably by someone with experience in academic writing or by a professional language editor. With careful revision, the readability and overall presentation can be greatly improved.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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