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	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 evaluating the parasitism efficiency of Trichogramma evanescens on Spodoptera frugiperda eggs addresses a critical need in the scientific community for sustainable pest management solutions, particularly for an invasive pest impacting global agriculture. It contributes valuable data on the potential of a locally available parasitoid, which could inform integrated pest management (IPM) strategies in regions like Egypt, where S. frugiperda has emerged as a significant threat since 2019. Despite methodological limitations, the study’s focus on parasitoid fitness components offers insights into biological control efficacy, supporting efforts to reduce reliance on chemical insecticides. If revised to address key gaps, such as egg mass characteristics and field applicability, this work could significantly advance the development of environmentally friendly pest control practices.
· The idea is updated, as S. frugiperda is a relatively recent invasive pest in Egypt (since 2019, as noted by Khedr et al., 2024), and biological control is a sustainable alternative to chemical insecticides.

· The goal is worthy but incomplete without addressing field applicability or the influence of egg mass characteristics (e.g., layers, scales), which are critical for parasitism success, as noted by the reviewer.

· The manuscript would benefit from a discussion of how laboratory results could inform field trials or practical applications.

Recommendation: The idea and goal are strong but need to address field applicability and egg mass characteristics to enhance practical relevance.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	  The title should clearly reflect the study’s focus on the parasitism efficiency of Trichogramma evanescens on Spodoptera frugiperda eggs under laboratory conditions. A more concise title would enhance readability and impact. 

  Specific Issue: The phrase "Evaluation the parasitism efficiency" should be corrected to "Evaluation of the Parasitism Efficiency" or rephrased for clarity. 

  Proposed Title: "Parasitism Efficiency of Trichogramma evanescens on Spodoptera frugiperda Eggs under Laboratory Conditions" 

  Additional Comment: Including "Westwood" and "J. E. Smith" in the title is unnecessary for most journal styles, as species names alone are sufficient unless taxonomic clarification is required.
	

	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.


	  Completeness: The abstract includes key metrics (parasitism percentage, adult emergence, fecundity, longevity, female ratio, and general productivity) but does not clearly state the research gap or why T. evanescens was chosen for this study. A brief mention of the significance of S. frugiperda as an invasive pest would strengthen the context. 

  Language and Grammar Issues: 

· Page 1, Line 6: "This study were carried-out" should be "This study was carried out" (singular verb agreement with "study").

· Page 1, Line 7: "Hymenoptera:Trichogrammatidae" should have a space after the colon, i.e., "Hymenoptera: Trichogrammatidae".

· Page 1, Line 9: "to detect its ability to parasitize Fall armyworm (FAW) egg" should be "to assess its ability to parasitize fall armyworm (Spodoptera frugiperda) egg masses" 

· Page 1, Line 12: "females ratio in progeny" should be "female ratio in progeny" 

· Page 1, Line 12: "parasitoids females produced from parasitized FAW and Sitotroga eggs as control" is unclear. Revise to "female parasitoids emerging from parasitized S. frugiperda and S. cerealella eggs (control)" for clarity.

· Page 1, Line 14: "succeeded in parasitizing all the offered FAW egg masses and the eggs of Sitotroga" is vague. Specify that not literally "all" eggs were parasitized, as results show 96.69% and 93.25%. Revise to "successfully parasitized a high percentage of S. frugiperda and S. cerealella eggs."

· Page 1, Line 22: "Trichogramm aevanescens" contains a typo (extra space). Correct to "Trichogramma evanescens."

  Suggestions for Improvement: 

· Restructure the abstract to include a brief background (e.g., the invasive nature of S. frugiperda), a clear objective, a concise description of methods, key results, and a concluding statement on implications for biological control.

· Avoid overloading the abstract with numerical data; summarize key findings (e.g., "high parasitism rates and strong fitness components") rather than listing all percentages.

· Add a sentence on the broader implications, such as the potential for T. evanescens in integrated pest management (IPM).


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript’s hypothesis that Trichogramma evanescens can effectively parasitize Spodoptera frugiperda eggs is scientifically plausible but compromised by critical flaws, such as the lack of species identification for collected egg masses and failure to account for egg mass characteristics like layers and scale thickness (Page 3, Lines 1–16; Page 4, Line 18). These omissions, combined with overstated parasitism rates (96.69%, Page 4, Line 22) compared to prior studies (e.g., El-Gepaly et al., 2024, reporting 1–5%, Page 8, Line 25), undermine its scientific correctness. Without addressing these issues, the results lack sufficient rigor for high-impact journal publication.
Weaknesses and Errors

· Critical Issues: 

· Egg Mass Characteristics: The failure to report or analyze the number of eggs, layers, or scale thickness in S. frugiperda egg masses is a major flaw, as these factors significantly affect parasitism success (reviewer’s concern; see Navik et al., 2024).

· Species Identification: The lack of confirmation that collected egg masses are S. frugiperda (vs. S. littoralis) undermines the study’s validity (reviewer’s concern).

· Field Applicability: The absence of discussion on field conditions (e.g., temperature, humidity) limits practical relevance (reviewer’s concern).

· Overstated Results: The 96.69% parasitism rate is presented without acknowledging limitations or comparing to lower rates in prior studies (e.g., El-Gepaly et al., 2024: 1–5%).

· Statistical Analysis: The brief mention of T-tests lacks detail on assumptions and sample sizes, reducing rigor.

· Suggestions for Improvement: 

· Include data on egg mass characteristics and analyze their impact on parasitism.

· Confirm S. frugiperda identification with a method or reference.

· Discuss field applicability and limitations, citing relevant studies (e.g., El-Gepaly et al., 2024).

· Expand statistical analysis details.

Standardize references with DOIs and correct errors (e.g., Beserra et al., 2002; Sampaio et al., 2024).
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	· Reference Errors: Inconsistent citation formats and errors in references (e.g., "Peserra et al., 2002" should be "Beserra et al., 2002"; "Sampio et al., 2020" should be "Sampaio et al., 2024"; "Figueiredo … 194%" should be "1.94%") (reviewer’s concern).

further weaken the reference quality. While some recent references (e.g., Navik et al., 2024; El-Gepaly et al., 2024,) are relevant, the list requires updating, error correction, and inclusion of DOIs to meet high-impact journal standards.


	

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


	Evaluation: The manuscript follows a standard scientific structure (Abstract, Introduction, Materials and Methods, Results, Discussion, Conclusion, References), but the flow is disrupted by incomplete sections (e.g., brief statistical analysis, limited discussion). The lack of a clear research gap in the introduction and field applicability in the discussion weakens the logical progression.

Recommendation: Improve the flow by strengthening the research gap in the introduction, expanding the methods and discussion, and linking the conclusion to practical applications.

Writing Style

Evaluation: The writing style is generally clear but contains numerous grammatical errors, awkward phrasing, and informal language unsuitable for a high-impact journal. The terminology is mostly appropriate, but some terms (e.g., "general productivity") are vague or non-standard.

Specific Language Issues (in addition to those noted above):

· Page 2, Line 2: "safe and sustainable altemative way" should be "safe and sustainable alternative."

· Page 3, Line 36: "stickled on self-adhesive papers" should be "attached to self-adhesive paper."

· Page 7, Line 29: "renew rearing process thus gaining strong parasitoids" is awkward. Revise to "renew the rearing process, producing high-quality parasitoids."

Recommendation: Revise for grammatical accuracy, clarity, and formal tone. Use standard entomological terminology consistently.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Introduction
· Clarity of Research Problem and Objectives: 

· Page 1, Line 25: The introduction starts broadly with "Insect pests are the major constraint to food security," which is true but lacks specificity. A stronger opening would focus on S. frugiperda as a transboundary pest.

· Page 1, Line 30: The statement about S. frugiperda’s "high potential for fast dispersal and insecticides resistance" is accurate but lacks a specific reference to its introduction in Egypt (e.g., Khedr et al., 2024, as noted by the reviewer).

· Page 1, Line 35: The mention of IPM is relevant but not developed further. The introduction should elaborate on how T. evanescens fits into IPM strategies.

· Page 2, Line 23: The hypothesis is stated as "*T. evanescens could acting well against FAW egg masses," but it is grammatically incorrect and vague. Revise to "We hypothesize that T. evanescens effectively parasitizes S. frugiperda egg masses, producing high-quality parasitoids."

· Knowledge Gap: 

· The introduction cites multiple studies on Trichogramma species but does not clarify why T. evanescens is understudied or unique for S. frugiperda control (Page 2, Lines 6–16). A clearer gap statement is needed, e.g., "While other Trichogramma species have been tested, T. evanescens has rarely been evaluated for S. frugiperda egg parasitism."

· The reviewer’s concern about the lack of reference to S. frugiperda’s documented presence in Egypt (e.g., Khedr et al., 2024) is valid. The introduction should cite such studies to confirm the pest’s presence in the study region (Fayoum, Egypt).

· Language and Grammar Issues: 

· Page 1, Line 26: "Pest out breaks threatens the income" should be corrected to "Pest outbreaks threaten the income" (plural and verb agreement).

· Page 1, Line 27: "causes supply disrupt" should be "cause supply disruptions."

· Page 1, Line 28: "that could refer to many factors of which; nature and human activities" is unclear. Revise to "attributed to various factors, including natural and human activities."

· Page 2, Line 17: "thought that T. evanescens could act well" is informal. Revise to "hypothesized that T. evanescens could effectively parasitize."

· Page 2, Line 19: "sized 0.5 ml" is incorrect (ml is a volume unit). Correct to "approximately 0.5 mm in length."

· Page 2, Line 20: "its female searches the host eggs by its antennal drumming" should be "females search for host eggs using antennal drumming."

· Suggestions for Improvement: 

· Strengthen the research gap by explicitly stating why T. evanescens is a promising candidate compared to other Trichogramma species.

· Include a reference to S. frugiperda’s documented presence in Egypt (e.g., Khedr et al., 2024).

· Outline the specific objectives andserved and the key fitness components to be evaluated.

Methods
Evaluation: The methodology is described in detail and generally clear, but there are critical gaps that undermine reproducibility and scientific rigor. The experimental design is appropriate for laboratory conditions, but the lack of detail on S. frugiperda egg mass characteristics (e.g., number of eggs, layers, scale thickness) is a major flaw, as these factors significantly affect parasitism success (reviewer’s concern). The rearing methods for S. frugiperda and S. cerealella are described but lack references to established protocols, reducing credibility. The statistical analysis is mentioned briefly but lacks sufficient detail.

Specific Comments:

· Clarity and Reproducibility: 

· Page 3, Lines 1–16: The rearing of S. frugiperda is described, but no reference is provided to validate the method or confirm species identification. The reviewer’s concern about potential confusion with S. littoralis is valid, as egg masses can be similar. The authors should confirm species identification (e.g., via molecular methods or taxonomic keys) and cite a reference (e.g., Khedr et al., 2024, or standard protocols).

· Page 3, Line 18: The rearing of S. cerealella cites Hassan (1995), but the modification is not detailed. Specify changes made to the protocol for transparency.

· Page 4, Line 30: The experimental design (seven groups, seven replicates, 30 egg masses per replicate) is clear, but the number of eggs per mass is not reported, which is critical for interpreting parasitism rates (reviewer’s concern).

· Page 4, Line 35: The use of S. cerealella eggs as a control is appropriate for rearing T. evanescens but not as a direct comparison for S. frugiperda control, as noted by the reviewer. Clarify that S. cerealella is a standard rearing host, not a target pest in this context.

· Language and Grammar Issues: 

· Page 3, Line 5: "Tamyah District, Fayoum Govemorate" should be "Tamiya District, Fayoum Governorate" (correct spelling).

· Page 3, Line 15: "S. frugiperda was established under controlled room conditions" should be "The S. frugiperda colony was maintained under controlled conditions."

· Page 4, Line 4: "sugar cane honey" is unclear; revise to "cane sugar and honey solution" or specify the composition.

· Suggestions for Improvement: 

· Provide details on S. frugiperda egg mass characteristics (number of eggs, layers, scale thickness) and their potential impact on parasitism.

· Confirm species identification with a reference or method.

· Cite a standard protocol for S. frugiperda rearing (e.g., Prasanna et al., 2022, or similar).

· Clarify the role of S. cerealella as a rearing host, not a target pest.

Data Analysis
Page 4, Line 14: "T-test at P ≤ 0.05" lacks detail on data distribution, sample size, and test assumptions. Provide a more comprehensive description, e.g., "An independent samples T-test was used to compare parasitism rates between S. frugiperda and S. cerealella eggs, with normality and equal variances confirmed using Shapiro-Wilk and Levene’s tests, respectively."

· Page 4, Line 19: The claim that T. evanescens "significantly parasitized" eggs is vague. Specify the statistical significance (e.g., "t = X, P = 0.001").

· concern about ignoring egg mass characteristics (layers, scales) is critical, as these factors likely influence parasitism rates and should be included in the analysis.

Specific Comments:

Evaluation: The statistical analysis is briefly mentioned (T-test at P ≤ 0.05, Page 4, Line 14), but the description is insufficient for a high-impact journal. The T-test is appropriate for comparing means between two groups (S. frugiperda vs. S. cerealella), but the manuscript does not specify whether assumptions (e.g., normality, equal variances) were tested. The interpretation of results is generally sound but overstates parasitism success (e.g., 96.69%) without acknowledging limitations, such as the absence of field validation or egg mass variability.

Results
Specific Comments:

· Presentation and Interpretation: 

· Page 4, Line 18: The statement "Regardless of the orientation or the number or thickness of S. frugiperda egg masses" is problematic, as the reviewer notes. Egg mass characteristics are known to affect parasitism (e.g., Navik et al., 2024). This claim should be supported with data or removed.

· Page 4, Line 22: Parasitism rates (96.69% for S. frugiperda, 93.25% for S. cerealella) are impressive but need context (e.g., comparison to other Trichogramma species or field studies).

· Page 6, Line 20: The female-biased progeny (71.94%) is significant but should be compared to typical Trichogramma sex ratios in the literature.

· Language and Grammar Issues: 

· Page 4, Line 17: "by ;g/v/u" appears to be a formatting error. Remove or clarify.

· Page 4, Line 19: "significantly parasitized" is vague; revise to "exhibited high parasitism rates."

· Page 6, Line 12: "Longevity of the parasite affected by the parasitism on armyworm" is unclear. Revise to "Longevity of T. evanescens females was similar for both hosts."

· Figure Quality: 

· Page 4, Line 25 (Fig. 2): The figure is clear but should include error bars to show variability.

· Page 6, Line 23 (Fig. 3): Fitness components are well-presented, but labels should be more descriptive (e.g., specify units for fecundity and longevity).

· Page 7, Line 8 (Fig. 4): General productivity is informative but needs a clearer explanation of its calculation in the figure caption.

Discussion
Specific Comments:

· Interpretation and Significance: 

· Page 7, Line 28: The claim that T. evanescens is a "promising hope" is overstated without field data or discussion of egg mass variability.

· Page 8, Lines 6–23: References to other Trichogramma species are relevant but lack specific numerical comparisons. For example, El-Gepaly et al. (2024) reported 1–5% parasitism, which contrasts sharply with the current study’s results. This discrepancy should be discussed.

· The reviewer’s concern about field applicability is critical. The discussion should address challenges in translating laboratory results to field conditions (e.g., temperature, humidity, predation).

· Language and Grammar Issues: 

· Page 7, Line 25: "proved success in parasitizing" should be "demonstrated successful parasitism of."

· Page 8, Line 2: "strong female-biased" should be "strongly female-biased."

· Page 8, Line 27: "highlights on the potential" should be "highlights the potential."

· Suggestions for Improvement: 

· Compare results to specific findings from cited studies (e.g., El-Gepaly et al., 2024; Navik et al., 2024).

· Discuss limitations, such as laboratory conditions and egg mass variability.

· Address field applicability with suggestions for future research.

Recommendation: Strengthen the discussion with specific comparisons to prior studies, acknowledge limitations, and discuss field applicability. Correct grammatical errors.
Conclusion
Evaluation: The conclusion is brief and highlights the potential of T. evanescens but is overly optimistic given the lack of field data and egg mass details. It partially addresses the research objectives but does not fully answer the question of practical IPM application. The implications are stated but need stronger support from the results and discussion.

Specific Comments:

· Page 8, Line 35: "had significantly parasitized all the offered FAW egg masses" is misleading, as 96.69% is not "all." Revise to "exhibited high parasitism rates on S. frugiperda egg masses."

· Page 8, Line 37: The claim of "promising hope" needs qualification with limitations (e.g., laboratory conditions, need for field trials).

· The conclusion does not fully address the research gap identified in the introduction (e.g., why T. evanescens is unique).

Recommendation: Revise the conclusion to temper claims, acknowledge limitations, and suggest field trials to validate findings.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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


	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	no
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	The journal should have advanced pro tools to detect plagiarism, that not available for me
	


	PART  3: Declaration of Competing Interest of the Reviewer:



	Here reviewer should declare his/her competing interest. If nothing to declare he/she can write “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer”
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	MARKS of this  manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 

( Highest: 10  Lowest: 0 )

Guideline: 

Accept As It Is: (>9-10)

Minor Revision: (>8-9)

Major Revision: (>7-8)

Serious Major revision: (>5-7)

Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)

Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
	Rejected (2.5)
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