

Review Form 3
	

	Book Name:
	Agricultural Sciences: Techniques and Innovations

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_BPR_6280

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Integrated Light-Acoustic-Chemical Free Trap for Sustainable Crop Pest Management

	Type of the Article
	Book Chapter




	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 paper provides a valuable contribution to the body of knowledge in the community of experimental entomology, and targeted pest control traps, since it provides an integrated, eco-friendly, multi-functional insect trap that lessens chemical pesticide usage. This paper has introduced new knowledge on sustainable pest monitoring and management alternatives to consideration and ultimately adherence to current examples of Integrated Pest Management (IPM). Also, it informs our understanding of species-specific behaviour to light wavelengths and sticky surfaces, as well as physical insect ultrasonic deterrent surfaces, providing some valid starting point for anyone developing improved targeted, and more environmentally sustainable pest control apparatuses. Overall, this paper provides additional contributions to the sustainability literature, allowing for a future re-evaluation of innovative insect trapping systems in a quantitative (i.e. field based) manner.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The title, "Integrated Light-Acoustic-Chemical Free Trap for Sustainable Crop Pest Management", captures the key concept, but it can be somewhat confusing because the term "Chemical Free" may lead to misinterpretation. The trap is utilizing chemical lures (pheromones/food-based scent) with light, sound, and physical components, so it is not truly chemical free. 
 
A more accurate and simplified version could be: 
 
 "An Integrated Light-Acoustic-Chemical Trap for Sustainable Crop Pest Management" 
                                                                               (or) 
"Development and Assessment of an Integrated Light-Acoustic-Chemical Trap for Sustainable Crop Pest Management"
 
These versions preserve the key elements of the trap as integrated, multifunctional, and sustainable, while being understandable and without misinterpretation.
	

	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.

	I have considered the abstract carefully. It is clear and informative but could be enhanced and made fuller. Right now, it describes the trap design and what was observed but misses some important aspects that the audience (and reviewers) usually look for. 
Add Background/Problem Statement: 

The abstract jumps right into the aim without stating why this trap is necessary. A brief line regarding the limitations of chemical pesticides or eco-conscious pest management would help strengthen it. 
Suggestion 
"Conventional pest management relies heavily on chemical pesticides, causing environmental and ecological concerns. Therefore, eco-friendly trapping systems are necessary for sustainable agriculture."
 

The abstract should clearly state what makes this trap in comparison to light or pheromone traps? 
Suggestion 
"This system in its integration of UV and blue light with chemical lures, sticky cards, an electric grid, and an ultrasonic deterrent in a single multifunctional design." 
Include Brief Conclusions:
Strong statement regarding its fit as part of Integrated Pest Management 

Suggested addition: 
"The trap has the potential for sustainable, non-toxic, and field adaptable use and has a valuable place in IPM programs as a trapping tool that can help reduce dependence on chemical pesticides and support the conservation of biodiversity."
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	The manuscript proposes an innovative and environmentally friendly pest trap using light, sound, sticky cards, chemical lures, and an electric grid for pest management. Scientifically, the concept is valid because many insect pests respond to UV and blue wavelengths, and sticky and grid surfaces are reported to be effective in the scientific literature. However, the version of study provided was only preliminary. The main limitation of this study was the fact replicated trials, control traps, and statistical analyses were not incorporated. The findings such as "the blue light was particularly effective" or "the ultrasound deterred the bats" were important findings but are anecdotal in this case without quantitative evidence. There are also a number of important methodological details that are not provided, as the study fails to adequately present trap dimensions, the intensity of LEDs, the specifications of the lures, and dozens of environmental variables, and therefore the study study is very difficult to replicate. The use of terminology also needs to be consistent, particularly for example, using chemical-free however using chemical lures, and some of the taxonomic names e.g. Scolytidae needs updating. The references also exhibit minor inconsistencies e.g. years, and spelling. In conclusion, this manuscript is valuable as proof-of-concept and will be valuable for IPM. If replicated properly, and quantitative data and methodological improvements are employed, this manuscript has great potential and will be able to make a significant scientific contribution.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The references cited in the manuscript include some older works (Hokkanen, 1991; Shelton and Badenes-Pérez, 2006) and many recent works (2021-2024) on light (based) traps and insect behaviour, which seem adequate for the coverage provided.
 
Recentness: Several of the papers are recent (2021-2024), which strengthens the manuscript. However, there are some substantial omissions on ultrasonic pest deterrence, eco-friendly pest traps, and integrated pest management field applications that could be useful.
 
Accuracy: There are several inaccuracies (for example, "Tan et al., 2024" in the text and 2014 in the reference list; name variations like "Meyhöfer/Meyhoefer"). These should be addressed. 
 
Suggested References:
 
Mangan, R. L., & Moreno, D. S. (2007). Development of traps for monitoring and control of fruit flies. Florida Entomologist, 90(1), 123–130. Address lure + trap integration
 
Cohnstaedt, L. W., et al. (2008). Light-emitting diode technology enhances insect trapping. Journal of the American Mosquito Control Association, 24(2), 331–334. [One of the earliest studies on LED insect traps]
 
Benelli, G., & Mehlhorn, H. (2016). Declining malaria, rising dengue and Zika virus: ideas for mosquito vector control. Parasitology Research, 115, 1747–1754. [This is an article about eco-friendly mosquito traps]
 
Gill, H. K., & Garg, H. (2014). Pesticides: Environmental impacts and management strategies. In Pesticides - Toxic Aspects. InTech. [Much of this is background as it discusses ways to reduce pesticide use]
	

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

	The manuscript is legible and mostly clear, but it's a long way from being ready for scholarly communication without editing. The writing uses a discursive or descriptive tone far more often than the concise, precise nature of the scientific journal style. 
 
Strengths: 
 
The sentences are mostly grammatically correct. 
Key ideas are expressed clearly. 
Technical terms are used appropriately (UV light at 365 nm, scarab beetles, ultrasonic transducer). 
 
Weaknesses: 
 
Terminology inconsistency - e.g. "chemical free" vs. "chemical lures" can be confusing. 
Hyperbole - statements such as "exceptionally efficient" or "high attraction rates" when the evidence does not support the strength of these claims, should be restricted to cautious, evidence based phrasing such as "promising results" or "preliminary indications". 
Redundancy - some concepts are reiterated in multiple areas of the paper (e.g. the attraction of insects to UV/blue light). 
Referencing style - there are inconsistencies to the spelling/a year in the reference citations. 
Scholarly style - long descriptive sentences, like almost a report, rather than concise and analytical sentences.

	

	Optional/General comments

	
The manuscript introduces concept for sustainable pest management by combining light, acoustic, chemical and physical trapping systems into a single instrument. This is an excellent time, given that there is immediate demand for alternatives to chemical pesticides in agriculture. The research describes some interesting preliminary observations, but the scientific rigor of the study could be bolstered in terms of including replicated experiments, quantitative data, and statistical analyses. The use of taxonomic terms and providing consistency in references, and certainly improving English expression would add clarity to the work. If the authors can address these topics the work would certainly add to the body of literature on Integrated Pest Management (IPM) and eco-friendly agricultural technologies.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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