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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.


	Armyworm is one of the most destructive pests of cereal crops with severe socio-economic impact on producers and food security in developing countries. Controlling its devastating effect has primarily been through eh use of insecticides with strong downsides, including human and animal toxicity post exposure, pest resistance and resurgence. Therefore, exploring strategies pest management as explored in this study can provide cheap, reliable and sustainable control with immediate and long-term impact. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, but contest needs to be provided since this is not the first study to address it.
	

	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.


	Yes. But requires further details
L9:

Include a statement of rationale or justification for the study. Several studies have researched this topic in maize extensively. What makes this current research stand out or different?

L11-16:
The methodology described is insufficient. It lacks key details including experimental design, statistical analysis, experiment duration, and response variables (key data collected). 

L18-20:
How was the significance tested and at what threshold (level)?

Introduction

L69:

Like the abstract, there is no strong justification for this study. Studies from Roy (2020), Soujanya et al. (2024) and Rajashekhar et al. (2024) have touched on this topic. How is your research building on their findings? You also need to include the objectives and expected outcomes.

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/342988345_The_Push_Pull_Strategy_An_Eco-friendly_Approach_for_Management_of_Fall_Armyworm_Spodoptera_frugiperda?channel=doi&linkId=5f1074b845851512999ebf3f&showFulltext=true
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0167880924002482
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41598-024-57860-y
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes. But it requires some revision
Methodology

L73-74:
The experimental design is incorrect. Do you mean Randomized Complete Block Design (RCBD)?

L82:

What type of maize cultivar was planted, and what was its initial tolerance level?

L85-86:
The references are floating; correct accordingly.

L87:

Before you discuss your observations, how was FAW sourced or distributed fairly on the plant? However, I guess you relied on natural infestation. If so, how did you design your experiment to ensure randomized FAW presence on the field/plant? A statement about this will provide a better understanding and reproducibility of this experiment by other researchers.

Results

L152-157:
Figures 1 and 2 are a repetition of the results in Table 1. This is unnecessary; the results in Table 1 are enough. 

L185-186:
Remove Figure 3.

Discussion

L189-204:
The discussion generally lacks the link between how the findings address the rationale of this study. It only reemphasizes what has been previously reported. What is different about this study? The PPT methods tested?

L205-242:
The discussion failed to provide insight into why some of the PPT minimized pest damage and incidence of maize.
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