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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.


	The topic is relevent in agricultural pest management. However, the manuscript reads more like a broad summary than a focused, analytical review. It lacks a clear scientific objective and does not offer critical perspectives on the subject. While YST are well established tool in IPM, this review misses the opportunity to address challenges such as trap saturation or the integration with newer technologies like remote sensing and automated monitoring. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is understandable but can be improved for clarity and scientfic tone.
Suggestion: “Advances and Limitation of Yellow Sticky Traps in Integrated Pest Management”
	

	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 is generally comprehensive and includes key points like pest detection, trap mechanisms, integration with semiochemicals, advantages, and limitations. However, it could be improved by:

1. Add a sentence about the scope, methodology, and key message of the review.

2. Minor grammatical fixes (e.g., rephrase "imitates floral signals" with "mimics floral cues").
3. State any limitations or areas for improvement in YST application. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally factual but suffers from poor organization and imprecise language, which leads to conceptual confusion.
Example:

· Historical information is mixed with modern practice without clear transitions.

· The section on color attraction lacks scientific depth (e.g. no mention of opsin types or visual ecology mechanisms beyond general phototaxis).
· Statements are often unreferenced or poorly contextualized. For exammple, “millions of traps are used worldwide” is an unsubstantiated generalization. 

· Acronyms such as SWD should be spelled out in full upon first use, for example: “spotted wing drosophila (SWD), Drosophila suzukii, Matsumura.” After this initial mention, the acronym SWD can be used consistently throughout the manuscript. Similarly, terms like integrated pest management (IPM) only need to be written in full once; afterward, using just IPM is sufficient. Ensuring this consistency enhances clarity and maintains a professional tone.
· Reviewer should clearly distinguish between reviewing evidence and making assumptions. Where claims are made (e.g. “trap efficiency improved by 50-300%), experimental context (pest: I suppose it is WFT) must be specifiecd and should have a reference. 
· Incorrect terminology: "Chemical fungicides" is incorrectly used; should be "insecticides" since YSTs target insect pests.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	While many relevant sources are cited, several are outdated or poorly formated. There is a overreliance on a few studies (e.g. Kirk et al.) without addressing conflicting results or alternative strategies such as light traps, smart traps or cultural interventions.
Suggestions:

· Add more recent references, especially those involving remote monitoring system.

· Fix inconsistency in reference styles (e.g., missing italics, author formating, and unlinked in-text citations).

· Several references listed in the bibliography are not cited within the main text, including: Atakan and Pehlivan (2015); Bashir et al. (2014); and Pinto-Zevallos and Vänninen (2013). Please ensure these references are either properly cited in the relevant sections or removed if they are not directly used.
· There is an inconsistency in the citation of Shi et al.—the text refers to Shi et al., 2015, while the reference list includes Shi et al., 2020. This discrepancy should be corrected to maintain citation accuracy and avoid confusion.
	

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


	The manuscript contains serious language issues that hinder comprehension and scholarly tone.
Major problem:

· Misuse of terms (e.g., pusillanimous for yellow; nonentity instead of insect).

· Frequent typographical errors (unheroic instead of yellow) suggest unedited machine translation or poor spell-checking.

· Awkward phrasing impair flow and coherence (e.g., “YSTs work because insects see them visually and numerous flying insects are naturally drawn to the hue yellow because of their phototactic and polychromatic preferences.” Insect see them visually is redundant, sight is inherently visual. The suggested sentence would be “YSTs are effective because many flying insects are visually attracted to the color yellow due to their light-seeking behaviour and sensitivity to specific wavelengths.”

	

	Optional/General comments


	· The structure lacks coherence. Sections like “Early use” and “Attraction to color” are disconnected and unevenly developed.
· Include a comparative table showing how YSTs perform across different pests, crops, and trap modifications with references. Or some figures or diagrams on color prefernce of different pests, or trap placement guidelines would enhance the visual appeal of manuscript.
· Discuss limitations more critically: What happens under high pest pressure? What about labor intensiveness of trap counting? Is there a risk of over-reliance on visual lures?
· There is little discussion about future research direction or technological interventions such as integrationn of digital sensors, remote monitoring, or AI based pest identification in sticky trap systems.

· The manuscript requires substantial english editing to address gramatical errors. Current phrasing in many places is awkward or ungrammatical, affecting the professionalism of the paper. 

•
The manuscript addresses a relevant topic but did not present a cohesive, critical, and scholarly review.

•
Requires major rewriting for language clearity, scientific depth, and structural integrity.

Strong potetntial if the content is recognized and elevated from a descriptive summary to an analytical review with clear conclusions and future directions.
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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)
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