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	This manuscript investigates the larvicidal latent of Globimetula cupulata against Culex quinquefasciatus, an important vector of lymphatic filariasis. The topic is relevant, particularly given the increasing resistance to synthetic larvicides and the need for eco-friendly alternatives. The study is logically designed and contributes novel data, as there are no prior reports on this plant’s larvicidal activity. However, several areas require clarification, improved rigor, 
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	The manuscript presents promising preliminary findings on Globimetula cupulata as a potential source of larvicidal compounds.
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