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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 provides valuable insights into the growing problem of traffic-induced noise pollution in semi-urban settings, which are often underrepresented in environmental health research. By focusing on Ambur town, a rapidly developing industrial hub, the study contributes critical baseline data that can inform noise regulation policies and urban planning in similar regions. The integration of environmental noise levels with vehicular patterns and urban features enhances the understanding of spatial noise dynamics. Overall, the findings support the global scientific community’s efforts to address the public health implications of urban noise and promote more sustainable and livable cities.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is appropriate. However, if the authors wish to emphasize the broader significance of the study, they may consider revising it to:

"Traffic Noise Pollution and Its Health Implications: A Case Study of Ambur Town, Tamil Nadu."
	

	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 lacks mention of the number of observations, data analysis techniques, or specific policy implications. The authors should include a brief description of how the data was analyzed (e.g., was any statistical or spatial analysis performed?).
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically relevant but not fully correct in its current form. It lacks statistical analysis, has inconsistencies in instrument reporting, and needs clearer data presentation. Revisions are required to meet scientific standards.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	1. The manuscript demonstrates a clear lack of consistency in its referencing style. There is a mix of numbered citations (e.g., [6,7]) and APA-style references in the bibliography, which is inappropriate. Additionally, none of the journal names are italicized, and DOIs or source links are missing. The authors must clarify which referencing style they intended to use (e.g., APA, Vancouver, IEEE) and apply it consistently throughout the manuscript, both in-text and in the reference list.

2. The in-text citation sequence is inconsistent and poorly managed. The text jumps from [6,7] to [8–10] without any earlier references [1–5] being cited, creating confusion and disrupting the logical flow. The authors must revise all in-text citations to follow a consistent and sequential order, ensuring each reference corresponds accurately with a properly formatted entry in the reference list.

3. Page 4 Lines 1 & 5: The citations Banerjee et al., 2006 and TNIFMC, 2020 appear twice in the manuscript without being listed in the references.

4. In Reference 2, the authors cite the source as “CPCB, 2000” in the manuscript but wrote the full name “Central Pollution Control Board (CPCB)” in the reference list. For consistency and clarity, the authors must choose one format—either use the abbreviation throughout or write it in full in both the in-text citation and the reference list.

5. Reference 5 is incorrectly cited. The use of et al. is inappropriate in the reference list—all author names must be included. Additionally, the page range is incorrect, the journal name should be italicized, and the source link is missing. The correct citation format is:

Kumar, V., Ahirwar, A. V., & Prasad, A. D. (2023). Assessment of noise pollution and health impacts of the exposed population in an urban area of Chhattisgarh, India. Nature Environment and Pollution Technology, 22(3), 1139–1153. https://pdfs.semanticscholar.org/eb63/b7a9d3cc2b6260e61c67291f659e2fb6ed26.pdf

6. The statement that “noise levels in all surveyed locations consistently exceed the permissible limits set by the Environmental Protection Rules, 1986” lacks a proper citation. Any reference to legal or regulatory standards must be accurately cited, including the exact source document, publication year, and issuing authority. The authors should reference the specific CPCB notification or Gazette document that outlines these limits to ensure verifiability and academic rigor.

7. The following references appear to be unverifiable or do not exist in publicly accessible academic databases: Bhargava, S.K. (2001); Nagi, G.K., Dhillon, M.K., & Dhillon, M.S. (1993); and Singh, N. (1984). The authors should please review these sources for accuracy, provide complete and verifiable citation details, or replace them with credible, peer-reviewed alternatives.

8. For a study of this scope and significance, relying on only 10 references is insufficient. A more comprehensive literature review is expected to contextualize the research, support methodology choices, and frame the discussion with relevant and recent studies. The authors should expand the reference list by including more peer-reviewed sources, especially recent works on urban noise pollution, health impacts, and mitigation strategies.
	

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


	The English language quality is not suitable for scholarly communication. The manuscript requires thorough proofreading and professional editing to correct grammar, spelling, and sentence structure issues.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. Page 1 Lines 20-27 & Page 2 Lines 1-9: There is no clear articulation of the research gap. The authors should add 1–2 sentences identifying what previous studies did not do (e.g., lack of data for Ambur, insufficient community-specific noise analysis), and how this paper addresses it.

2. Page 2 Line 6 & Page 3 Line 11: The authors mentioned using both SL-4001 and EQUINOX EQ-805 sound level meters. The authors should clarify which instrument was actually used or justify if both were employed.

3. Page 2: The “Study Area” subsection lacks a map of Ambur town, which is essential for helping readers visualize the sampling locations and understand the spatial distribution of noise monitoring points. The authors should please include a clearly labeled map showing the study area and all monitored sites to enhance clarity and scientific completeness.

4. Page 2: The section currently titled "Methodology" should be renamed "Materials and Methods" to align with standard scientific conventions. This section should clearly detail all tools, instruments (e.g., sound level meter, temperature/humidity sensors), and procedures used in the study to ensure reproducibility and clarity.

5. Page 2: Headings like “Study analysis” and “Data Collection” could be integrated for conciseness or retitled for academic tone (e.g., “Study Design”).

6. Page 2: The methodology lacks any statistical approach for comparing AM and PM readings. The authors may consider using t-tests, ANOVA, or descriptive stats (mean ± SD, median) to give the study more depth.

7. Page 3 Lines 6-7: The phrase “LMVs and HMVs” appears without prior definition. Always define abbreviations on first use.

8. Page 3 Line 7 & Page 3 Line 15: The phrase “two-hour intervals” conflicts with later mentions of "Each location was observed for 10 minutes." The authors are advised to standardize and clarify sampling frequency and strategy.

9. Page 3-6: The results section reads more like a field diary than a scientific analysis. Rather than narrating each point, the authors should consider using summary tables and heat maps, followed by highlighting trends.

10. Page 4: The manuscript reports temperature and relative humidity values at each location, yet no instrument or method is described for these measurements. The authors must specify the type, model, and placement of the device used for recording environmental conditions to ensure transparency, reproducibility, and scientific validity.

11. The noise levels presented in Table 1 are reported in dB, but it is unclear whether these represent Leq, Lmax, or another statistical noise measure. The authors should please clarify the noise metric used in both the table and throughout the manuscript. Leq is the standard measure for environmental noise studies and should be used (and labeled) accordingly if applicable.

12. No averages, ranges, or standard deviations were calculated across sites. Without these, it is difficult to grasp the relative severity across time and space.

13. Page 3: The image labeled “Fig. 1” is a photograph and should be properly labeled as Plate 1 to follow academic conventions. The authors should please revise the caption and numbering accordingly.

14. The discussion could better link the data to human health outcomes using WHO or Indian NAAQS (Noise) guidelines. Presenting threshold exceedance percentages (e.g., “70% of sites exceeded 85 dB”) would add value.

15. Page 6: The conclusions are too generic. The authors should include specific recommendations based on findings, e.g., “At XYZ site, a noise barrier or rerouting may reduce levels by X dB.”

16. There was no mention of limitations or future research. These are essential to convey scientific transparency.

17. It is inappropriate to include a data table in the conclusion section. The conclusion should summarize key findings, implications, and recommendations, not introduce or display raw data. All tables must be placed in the Results section. 
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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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