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Compulsory REVISION comments

1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community?
(Please write few sentences on this manuscript)

2. lIs thettitle of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?

4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?

5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct?

6. Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have
suggestion of additional references, please mention in the
review form.

(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to
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1. Manuscript is important but appears just to support work done on same subject
in same area. Inclusion of measurements of larvae infestation and damage
would have made the findings more useful for use in IPM as authors claim they

set out to do.
Title is suitable
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not adequate for measuring population dynamics of fruit flies
Fairly
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Yes, even though measuring pest populations by trapping male adults alone is

Minor REVISION comments
1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly
communications?

Fairly okay but result/discussion sections need to be revised to state clearly result of
authors and then provide supporting literature rather than mix these up in long, winding

sentences
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