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	1: Review Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s feedback 

	Compulsory REVISION comments

1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community?

      (Please write few sentences on this manuscript)

2. Is the title 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 provide additional suggestions/comments)


	1. The role of Octasiloxane by Molicula Docking Analysis is not new as a research method, but this method is for Anopheles subpictus, Aedes vittatus, Culex vishnui (Diptera Culicidae). This is new research that does not yet exist. I conclude this is very interesting and perhaps the results will be useful for the research and scientific community, especially zoology.

2. In terms of structure, the title is quite adequate, but in terms of appearance, the use of a combination of uppercase and lowercase letters still needs improvement

3. Abstracts must be short, concise and clear, but they must be able to explain in several sentences the background, objectives, methods, results and final conclusions so that an abstract is a summary of the essence of research from the beginning to the end. Many of the abstracts displayed do not explain the things above in the sense that they cannot explain a summary of the research results in this article. A complete change to the abstract displayed is needed.

4. Overall, the sub-sections and structure are sufficient in explaining the research, but specifically for materials and methods, 1 to 2 sub-sections are needed which explain the conceptual framework of this research, whether this research is experimental research or qualitative research, and whether this is research with data collection. primary or research with secondary data collection or a combination of both in the article. The methods that comprehensively frame this research are not discussed. In conclusion, there needs to be an additional sub section to explain the things above

5. Because I as a reviewer was confused about the purpose of this research, the framework of this research and then the author in the results did not comprehensively explain the results of this research then in the discussion I think too little was discussed so the question is whether this research is scientifically correct? I would answer maybe.

6. In terms of the number of references used, it is still far from sufficient for an international article. The references used are old references, beyond the past 10 years, if there are no recent references, you can add references to other things that add to the richness of the discussion of the research results. The deep of discussion that can be explored is the explanation of Anopheles subpictus, Aedes vittatus, Culex vishnui or DIPTERA itself: CULICIDAE

7. The study of this article is still too short in terms of presenting what the author will convey. There are still many grammatical errors in English grammar. The introduction does not mention the purpose of this research. In the introduction, we can't find why the author chose Anopheles subpictus, Aedes vittatus, Culex vishnui. Although mosquitoes have been mentioned as vectors for malaria, Japanese encephalitis, filariasis, and dengue fever. But there is no reason that this study used these three species even though the three diseases mentioned have vectors other than those three species.


	

	Minor REVISION comments


	Even though this article is interesting in the title, the author does not show much of the results of his research. This means that there are still many additions to all the sections in this article
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