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PART  1: Review Comments 
 
 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and 

highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write 
his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

Based on the suggested points, the abstract of the article should be re-described, 
describing the methodology, results and conclusion items better. 
 
The introduction is very long, there are some repetitive information, mainly with regard to 
the transmission of pathogens. 
 
In the topic of methodology for extracting plant compounds, a more detailed description is 
required, with more information, such as which parts of the plants were used, whether 
these plants were harvested in nature or obtained from other sources, whether they were 
dry or fresh ... 
 
In the topic of toxicity bioassays, there is a big problem: the larvae used are Anophelinae, 
and not Culicinae. There is a conflict of this information with the title of the manuscript, 
which should be reviewed. 
 
The larvae used should also be described. There is information in the body of the 
manuscript of different instars used (4th and 3rd). If these were created in laboratory 
conditions, temperature variations and relative humidity, they should be pointed. 
 
Still in the methodological question, it should be pointed out how the statistical analyses 
were performed to describe the results obtained. 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

There are some problems with the spelling of scientific names, which should be reviewed. 
 
Review bibliography. 
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correct the manuscript and highlight that part in 
the manuscript. 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 details) 
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