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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 is scientifically important because it investigates Coldenia procumbens as a potential plant-derived source of bioactive compounds for mosquito vector control. The identification of 20 phytoconstituents by GC-MS, with Flavoxate representing the major constituent, provides a chemical basis for the observed biological activity. Importantly, the study demonstrates substantially greater toxicity of both the plant extract and Flavoxate toward the tested mosquito larvae and pupae than toward selected aquatic non-target fauna, suggesting a potentially favorable selectivity profile. 
	



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
	Yes
	

	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
	Yes
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	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


	5
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	



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.

	yes
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	  Flavoxate identification needs stronger confirmation. Please provide GC–MS matching scores, retention indices, authentic-standard data, and sufficient spectral evidence to substantiate its reported 23.33% abundance. 
  Please clarify the chemical identification procedure. GC–MS library matching alone should be described as tentative identification unless confirmed with an authentic standard or an orthogonal technique. 
  Please replace “isolated” with “detected” or “identified” where compounds were determined by GC–MS rather than physically isolated and purified. 
  The GC–MS methodology is incomplete. Instrument, column, temperature program, carrier gas, ionization conditions, library/database and identification criteria should be reported. 
  The controls require clarification. Since DMSO was used in the treatment medium, an equivalent solvent control should be included or justified. 
  The probit analysis is insufficiently reported. Please provide confidence intervals for LC₅₀/LC₉₀, slopes, standard errors, sample sizes and goodness-of-fit statistics. 
  The 48-h mortality and 15-day behavioural assessments require clarification. Please specify exposure duration, solution renewal, feeding and maintenance conditions during the 15-day period. 
  The “eco-friendly” claim is too broad. Toxicity toward only three non-target taxa cannot establish general environmental safety; the conclusions should therefore be appropriately limited. 
  Please clarify the quantitative relationship between Flavoxate abundance and larvicidal activity. The substantially lower LC₅₀ of Flavoxate compared with the crude extract requires quantitative interpretation. 
  The conclusions contain substantial overstatements. Claims such as “hyper toxicity,” “eco-friendly,” and “thoroughly eradicating vectors” should be moderated and restricted to the demonstrated laboratory conditions.
I recommend to insert the following references:
https://doi.org/10.3390/biom12111711

	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	Yes. I recommend to insert the following reference:
https://doi.org/10.3390/biom12111711
	

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

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	No
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