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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 addresses an important area of research concerning the development of eco-friendly, plant-based mosquitocidal agents as alternatives to synthetic chemical pesticides. The study evaluates Evolvulus nummularius leaf methanol extract and its major phyto-compound against three medically important vector mosquito species (Ae. aegypti, An. stephensi, and Cx. quinquefasciatus). Given the rising insecticide resistance and environmental concerns associated with synthetic chemicals, investigating botanical insecticides is highly relevant to public health entomology. The findings contribute to the growing body of literature supporting phyto-derived vector control strategies.
	



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
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	N/A
	

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

	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

                                                                                              
	2
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	

	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
	3
	




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, but the title needs improvement. The word "BORN" should be replaced with "DERIVED" or "BASED". Also, the term "ECTO-PARASITIC" is not the most appropriate descriptor for mosquitoes in this context. A suggested revised title: "Mosquitocidal Properties of Evolvulus nummularius-Derived Phyto-Products Against Vector Mosquitoes."
	

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

	The abstract covers the main aspects of the study but requires significant language revision. Several grammatical errors and awkward phrasing reduce clarity. The abstract should be restructured for better readability and conciseness.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	The study follows standard WHO protocols for larvicidal and pupicidal bioassays, which is appropriate. However, there are concerns: (1) The unit inconsistency in Table 2 where one LC90 value is reported as "l" instead of "µg/ml"; (2) The manuscript lacks information on replication details and dose-response curves; (3) The GC-MS compound identification needs validation beyond NIST library matching. The statistical analysis using probit analysis is appropriate.

The manuscript requires major revision before it can be considered for publication. The English language quality throughout the manuscript is poor and needs extensive editing by a native English speaker or professional language editing service. The scientific content is acceptable but presentation needs significant improvement.

	

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

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

	YES, but many references are relatively old (2004-2018). The manuscript would benefit from inclusion of more recent references (2023-2025) on botanical mosquitocides and phytochemical-based vector control. The reference formatting is also inconsistent throughout the manuscript.
	

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

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

	NO. The study involves laboratory-reared mosquito larvae and pupae and plant extracts. No vertebrate animals or human subjects were involved. However, the authors should mention the source and ethical clearance for mosquito colony maintenance if applicable.
	



Reviewer details:
Rimsha Shahid, The Islamia University of Bahawalpur, Pakistan



Page 3 of 3
V240326


