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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)
	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 is of considerable value to the scientific community, as it provides a comprehensive and up-to-date synthesis of information on the biology, ecology, and management of stink bug pest complexes affecting legume crops. Given the crucial role of legumes in ensuring global food security and maintaining soil sustainability, a detailed systematization of knowledge regarding these destructive insects is highly necessary. The authors’ analysis of current Integrated Pest Management (IPM) approaches establishes a solid scientific foundation for the development of environmentally friendly plant protection strategies that can reduce reliance on chemical pesticides. Furthermore, the identification of future research directions, particularly concerning the impacts of climate change and the implementation of biotechnological solutions, makes this article an excellent reference point for guiding future studies in the fields of agroecology and entomology.

	


PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)
	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
The keywords are generally appropriate; however, they contain a significant technical/typographical error in the word “Yeild” (which should be corrected to “Yield”). In addition, phrases such as “Economic loss” are overly broad and may not be sufficiently specific for effective indexing and literature retrieval.


	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The introduction is well structured and provides an excellent overview of the economic importance of legume crops and the scale of the threat posed by sap-sucking pests. However, there appears to be some overuse of citation blocks, as the same references (Makhlouf et al., 2024; Maradi et al., 2024) are repeatedly cited at the end of nearly every paragraph.


	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The objective of the review is clearly stated at the end of the introduction (“This review endeavors to present a detailed account... and proposes integrated management practices”). While the aim is understandable and well defined, it could be strengthened by outlining more specific review objectives or research questions.


	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
Although the manuscript is presented as a Review Article, it completely lacks a methodological description of the literature search process. The authors do not specify which databases (e.g., Scopus, Web of Science, PubMed) were consulted, what search terms were used, or which inclusion and exclusion criteria guided the selection of references.


	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
The manuscript is predominantly descriptive and narrative in nature. While the authors have done an excellent job of synthesizing and organizing existing knowledge, the review would benefit from a more critical comparison of differing scientific perspectives, discussion of conflicting findings, and evaluation of the effectiveness of Integrated Pest Management (IPM) strategies across different climatic regions.


	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable

	5
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The conclusions are fully consistent with the content presented in the manuscript, emphasizing the importance of early pest detection and the environmental benefits of sustainable crop protection systems. Nevertheless, the “Conclusion” section is somewhat brief and general and could be expanded to provide more specific take-home messages and research implications.
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
The authors do not address the limitations of their review. For example, it should be acknowledged that many of the cited studies and economic threshold levels (ETLs) are derived from specific conditions in India or other tropical regions, which may limit the direct applicability of these recommendations to different agroclimatic zones.


	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3
The scientific writing style is generally appropriate and easy to follow. However, the manuscript would benefit from careful technical editing and thorough language proofreading to improve overall clarity and consistency.
	


PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)
	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)
(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	NO
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