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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.


	This manuscript addresses an important and timely issue regarding the population incidence and severity of Spodoptera frugiperda, one of the most destructive invasive pests attacking corn in sub-Saharan Africa. The study combines field-based phytosanitary surveys with molecular identification using COI markers, which contributes to the regional-specific data that are still limited in Côte d’Ivoire. The findings provide useful baseline information on infestation levels and confirm species identity across multiple agroecological zones, which is essential for designing effective integrated pest management (IPM) strategies.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is too broad and it appears that a comprehensive population genetic analysis was conducted, where in fact the manuscript mainly reports field infestation levels and species confirmation using a single mitochondrial marker, with limited population diversity analysis. Below is the suggested title of the paper for the author/s to consider.

“Incidence, Severity, and Molecular Confirmation of Fall Armyworm (Spodoptera frugiperda) in Maize-Growing Areas of Southern and Central Côte d’Ivoire”

	

	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 covers the main components of the study. Although it is acceptable, however it can be improved for clarity and completeness.
1. The study design mentions about “completely randomized block”. But it does not entirely represent the design presented in the methodology as the study involves both field and laboratory. What is the design used for the field survey?

2. The sample size should be briefly mentioned to strengthen the methodological clarity.
3. The conclusion should be more concise and avoid repetition, particularly the phrase “for the implementation of effective integrated management,” which appears multiple times.

4. Minor grammatical and stylistic edits are needed.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound in concept, combining field surveys with molecular identification, which is an appropriate approach for addressing species confirmation and infestation assessment. The use of standard methodologies (FAO sampling procedures, Davis damage scale, COI-based PCR primers) is appropriate and well-supported by literature. However, several scientific and methodological issues should be addressed in the paper.

1. Be consistent with the correct writing of scientific name of the pest involve. Some were correctly written, while some are not italicized. Please check.

2. There is inconsistency in the geographical scope, with the results section of the manuscript alternately referring to southern, central, and northern zones. However, the objectives initially mention only two regions. This needs correction, which is which?
3. The statistical analysis section mentions two-way ANOVA, but no clear factors, interaction terms, or corresponding results are presented in the results section. This has to be clarified.
4. The molecular diversity analysis is limited, and conclusions regarding population diversity are weakly supported by a single mitochondrial marker.

5. The phylogenetic analysis in the results section mentions “rDNA sequences,” while the methodology clearly state COI mitochondrial DNA. This needs to be reconciled.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is generally sufficient and includes many key and authoritative sources on fall armyworm biology, invasion, damage assessment, and management. Several FAO reports and foundational studies such as Goergen et al., 2016; Day et al., 2017; Prasanna et al., 2018 are appropriately cited. However, some suggestions below may be considered.

1. Some references are incomplete or poorly formatted, and journal styles are inconsistent. Kindly and strictly follow the reference template of the journal.
2. A few citations appear outdated or are gray literature with limited accessibility. Kindly update.
Some suggested additional references to enhance the perspective of the study especially in the introduction section. Including these would strengthen the genetic and population biology discussion.
1. Tay, W. T., et al. (2017). Molecular genetics of invasive fall armyworm populations. Scientific Reports.
2. Sampiano, K.F. (2023). First report of invasive fall armyworm Spodoptera frugiperda (J.E. Smith) in the province of Davao del Norte, Philippines and its damage to the corn crop. Insect Environment
3. Nagoshi, R. N. (2020). Population genetics and migration of fall armyworm. Insects.

4. Sparks, A. N. (1979). A review of the biology of the fall armyworm. Florida Entomologist.


	

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


	The language quality is moderate but not as per the standard required for scholarly publication. While the scientific meaning is generally understandable, there are frequent issues with grammar and verb tense, sentence structure and redundancy, inconsistent terminology, typographical errors and capitalization problems. There are repeated phrases and inconsistent use of technical terms. For example, “armyworm population in our orchards,” in the abstract, incidence rate vs attack rate, and “hight infestation” and “very hight infestation” in Table 3.
It is therefore recommended to the authors that the manuscript should undergo thorough English language editing, preferably by a professional editor or a fluent scientific English speaker, before it can be considered for publication.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	I did not see any ethical issues associated with this manuscript.
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