Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	International Journal of Environment and Climate Change  

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_IJECC_150379

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Temperature-Dependent Development and Survival of Fall Armyworm, Spodoptera frugiperda

	Type of the Article
	Original Research Article


	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 investigates an important aspect of the temperature-dependent development and survival of Spodoptera frugiperda, a globally invasive pest with significant economic implications for agricultural systems. The thermal biology of this species is particularly relevant in the context of climate change, where rising temperatures are expected to alter pest phenology, population dynamics, and outbreaks. The study provides quantitative developmental and survival data across multiple temperatures, which can support pest phenology modelling and improve forecasting accuracy. These researches are valuable for strengthening integrated pest management (IPM) strategies, especially in regions where S. frugiperda is a serious threat to food security.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The existing title is suitable and does not require modification.
	

	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 keyword “invitro condition” should be revised, as it is not appropriate in this context. Suggested alternatives include “laboratory conditions,” “controlled rearing conditions,” or “experimental conditions.”

· The term “thermal stress” is used without specifying the temperature range. Briefly indicating the higher temperature range (e.g., 30–34 °C) would improve clarity.

· The temperature range of 22–26 °C, where survival and development were optimal, could be explicitly described as the optimal thermal range for the species.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript appears to be scientifically sound in terms of experimental design, data analysis, and interpretation. However, these point requires clarification.

· The manuscript should explicitly confirm that the larval diet (maize leaves, cv. JM-218) was consistently provided across all temperature treatments and that no nutritional variation influenced developmental outcomes. Including the maize variety clearly strengthens reproducibility.
The authors are encouraged to link their findings to physiological mechanisms such as:

· Increased metabolic rates at higher temperatures leading to accelerated development but reduced survival.

· Enzyme denaturation, disrupted hormonal regulation, or increased energetic stress under thermal extremes.

· Trade-offs between rapid development and longevity due to temperature-induced physiological strain.

Based on the cited literature, it is evident that several previous studies have already examined temperature-dependent development of S. frugiperda using similar laboratory methodologies. 
· How this study advances beyond existing work (e.g., regional relevance, refined temperature intervals, improved survival metrics, or application to specific modelling frameworks).
· Whether the results differ quantitatively or qualitatively from earlier studies, and if so, why.
· Additionally, the discussion would be strengthened by including references that report contrasting or partially conflicting results, rather than only those that agree with the present findings. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The following addition is recommended to strengthen the applied pest management perspective:
Rashwin, A., & Sanjeeth, J. (2023). Integrated Pest Management. In Fundamentals of Plant Protection, Volume 1, pp. 90–103.
	

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


	· Inconsistent terminology (e.g., informal phrases such as “invitro”).

· Table captions requiring correction regarding statistical significance notation.

· Occasional missing commas and spacing after periods.
· Ensure consistent use of either scientific names or vernacular names throughout the manuscript.
	

	Optional/General comments


	I would suggest the authors include representative images from their experimental work, such as photographs of different developmental stages of Spodoptera frugiperda reared under the various temperature regimes.
In addition, the inclusion of graphical representations (e.g., line graphs or bar charts illustrating developmental duration, survival rate, or emergence percentage across temperatures) would enhance data interpretation and improve the overall readability of the results.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No, there are no ethical issues in the manuscript.

However, as a matter of good scientific practice, the authors may briefly mention that the study was conducted in accordance with institutional or national guidelines for insect rearing and experimentation, if applicable.
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