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	Reviewer’s comment
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	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 importance:

1. Its reveals the larvicidal activity of the plant under study

2. It Provide an alternative potential larvicide

3. It provide the efficacy of fractions over crude extract

4. It serve as the baseline line information for further study
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes
	

	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 is okay.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is not adequately written. 

1. The introduction is inadequate as the problem is not well articulated, there is no provision on the brief data about Culex mosquito and its role as a vector, there is no literature review as to the previous report of the plant as insecticidal against mosquitoes.

2. The methodology is inadequate. There is no provision for the method of mosquito collection. There is no picture of the plant and the breeding sites where the mosquito larvae were collected. There is no picture of the experimental set up. There is no details explanation for how fractionation was carried out.

3. The results was not properly presented. There suppose to be a table for the values before showing the figures. There suppose to be a result presentation before each figure.

4. There is nearly no discussion. The findings suppose to be scientifically explain explicitly, then compare the results obtained with existing literature, state the reason for the similarity or deviation. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Though the author have tally the in text and out text citation, but most of the references are outdated. Only 2 references are provided with their doi and nearly all the names of the journals were not italicise.
	

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


	Yes
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)


	No


	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	
	No

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	
	No
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	MARKS of this  manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 
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Accept As It Is: (>9-10)

Minor Revision: (>8-9)

Major Revision: (>7-8)

Serious Major revision: (>5-7)

Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)

Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
	7
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