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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 contributes local evidence on mosquito-borne disease risk in Ottapalam by bringing together disease surveillance, community practices, and household larval observations. It shows why high awareness alone may not prevent dengue risk when breeding sites remain in domestic environments, helping researchers and public health teams identify where targeted surveillance and source reduction may be useful. Its small pilot experiment also raises a question about whether ultrasonic exposure can have unintended effects on Aedes albopictus development. Although the pilot cannot establish a general effect, it underscores the need to test emerging vector-control technologies under controlled, reproducible
conditions before considering their use in the field.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 – Satisfactory
Clear about the setting, but “integrated assessment” does not signal the
distinct ultrasonic experiment.
	


	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
	4 – Good
Covers the study components, principal findings, and cautious interpretation, though it is lengthy.
	

	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– Satisfactory
Relevant, but numerous and partly overlapping.
	

	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
	3 – Satisfactory
Provides useful context, but could define the local evidence gap more sharply.
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 – Good
Four objectives are stated explicitly.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 – Satisfactory
Mostly relevant, but the appraisal of prior entomological and acoustic studies is limited.
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 – Needs Improvement
Convenience sampling, limited ward coverage, and a very small ultrasonic pilot constrain the conclusions; experimental
controls need clearer reporting.
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 – Needs Improvement
Confidentiality is mentioned, but ethics review, consent procedures, and permission to use surveillance data are not clearly documented.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly?
	3 – Satisfactory
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	Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Main findings are understandable, but fuller KAP results and measures of variability would improve them.
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 – Satisfactory
The tables are useful; presentation of missing surveillance values and 
experimental measurements needs clarification.
	


	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 – Satisfactory
Relates several findings to prior work, with some explanations remaining speculative.
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 – Satisfactory
Largely cautious, but implications of the ultrasonic finding should remain explicitly preliminary.
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 – Good
Identifies the main sampling, surveillance, and experimental limitations.
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable
	3 – Satisfactory
Broadly relevant and sufficient in number, but source quality and citation consistency should be checked.
	

	15. 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
	4 – Good
Generally clear and understandable, with some repetition and minor editing needed.
	




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.
	No. The title is broad and does not indicate the 
ultrasonic pilot. Consider: “Mosquito-Borne Disease
 Surveillance, Community Practices, Larval Indices, and
a Pilot Ultrasonic Experiment in Ottapalam, Kerala.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. It covers the study components, principal results, and limitations of the ultrasonic finding, although it could be shortened.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	NO, as currently presented. The local observations are potentially useful, but the ultrasonic experiment involved only 20 eggs per group and does not adequately separate acoustic exposure from the reported temperature increase. Clarify experimental controls and replication, report uncertainty where possible, and limit claims about an ultrasound effect to a preliminary observation. Also reconcile the differing
larval-survey dates in the Methods and Results.

The manuscript addresses a useful local public health question, but I recommend major revision before it is considered further. The principal concerns are incomplete reporting of ethics approval and consent, limited detail on sampling and surveillance data, and an ultrasonic pilot of only 20 eggs per group with a reported temperature difference that could explain the observed developmental change. The authors should also reconcile the inconsistent field-survey dates and moderate any claim that ultrasound itself accelerated development. If the required ethical documentation or underlying experimental details cannot be provided, the editorial decision may need to
be reconsidered.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent?
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO. Add recent, directly relevant peer-reviewed studies on Aedes surveillance, community prevention practices, and acoustic exposure. Verify the bibliographic details and ensure that each substantive claim is supported by an appropriate source.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	YES, ethical reporting is incomplete. The study collected responses from residents, entered household premises, and used local health records. The manuscript should state whether an ethics committee approved the study or granted an exemption, how informed consent was obtained for surveys and inspections, what permissions governed access to surveillance records, and how responses and location information were protected. The reported reluctance to permit GPS-tagged photographs makes the consent and data-handling procedures especially important to explain. This is a request for documentation, not an
assertion that misconduct occurred.
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