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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.


	The manuscript addresses a relevant topic in agricultural entomology and integrated pest management by investigating the influence of abiotic factors on the population dynamics of Tetranychus ludeni in cowpea crops. Studies of this nature are essential for understanding seasonal infestation patterns and for supporting more efficient and sustainable pest management strategies. Furthermore, the study provides important regional data for tropical areas, where information on phytophagous mites remains limited. The results may serve as a foundation for future ecological and applied studies involving mite pests in legume crops.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	1 - Influence of abiotic factors on the population dynamics of Tetranychus ludeni (Acari: Tetranychidae) in cowpea

2 - Population dynamics of the bean spider mite Tetranychus ludeni under varying climatic conditions in cowpea fields


	

	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 presents relevant information about the study; however, it requires structural reorganization. It is recommended to clearly state: (i) the objective of the study, (ii) the basic experimental design, and (iii) a concise conclusion highlighting the main implications of the results. Some sentences are overly long and could be simplified to improve readability. Additionally, a language revision is suggested to avoid repetition and enhance internal coherence.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and presents an appropriate methodology for the proposed study. The description of the field experiment, sampling procedures, and statistical analyses is adequate. However, the Introduction could be improved by better organization of ideas, stronger theoretical contextualization, and a more balanced inclusion of both classical and recent references. It is also recommended to deepen the comparative discussion of the results with previous studies, highlighting ecological and regional similarities and differences.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally relevant and include recent studies. However, it is recommended to include classical references on the biology and ecology of Tetranychus spp. to strengthen the theoretical foundation of the study. It is also necessary to revise the reference formatting to ensure full compliance with the journal’s guidelines.
	

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


	The text is understandable; however, it contains grammatical errors, agreement issues, and sentence constructions that compromise scientific clarity. A thorough language revision by a fluent or native English speaker is strongly recommended.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The study has scientific merit and publication potential, provided that substantial revisions are made to the text organization, introduction, abstract, and language quality. With the suggested improvements, the manuscript may contribute more robustly to the literature on population dynamics of mite pests in agricultural systems.
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