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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	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 of great interest as it tackles the problematic of biological vector control.  
The 2 vectors targeted here are mosquitoes and cockroaches. Both are harmful to human and animal health as they are responsible for dangerous diseases such as malaria, dengue fever, chikungunya (for mosquitoes) and typhoid fever (for cockroaches). The results of this work would undoubtedly help to significantly reduce the prevalence and incidence of these diseases without damaging the environment. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes it is
	

	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.


	This abstract is 68 words longer than prescribed in the instruction for authors. 

This abstract sounds more as an introduction; methods used and findings linked to the study are totally missing in this part. 

Our suggestions to the authors are as follows: 

· briefly present the context of the study and its aim in 2 to  3 sentences

· describe the relevant points of the methods used

· present the salient findings and conclude
· stick to at most 300 words as indicated by the journal
· add key words at the end of the abstract
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is more or less scientifically  correct; we recommend :
· to cite references used for the background information in the introduction

· to remove the subtitles “Objectives”, “Relevance to the society” and “Scientific principles” ; and transform the corresponding texts to justify the study in the introduction section
· to precise the country, the period and the place where the study took place
· to move the studied plants description in the section “Material and Methods” and remove it from the introduction

· to re-structure the section “Material and Methods” so that the different steps of the study (experimental set up and field survey ) are well identified and the link between all steps is clearly established
· to indicate, in Material and Methods, the quality and the number of treatments in the experimental setups (how many glass chambers for controls controls ?  how many for the insecticide treatment?)

· To specify , in Material and Methods, the number of organisms (roaches) used in each glass chamber  
· to announce and explain all illustrations (figures, tables, etc.) in the text 

· to re-structure the results so that findings of each experiment are identified
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Not at all: the author-s cited only two publications in his/their whole manuscript and these two citations are not even found within sixteen references mentioned at the end
	

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


	The language is fair
	

	Optional/General comments


	Based on my comments above, the entire manuscript still needs relevant work 
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, 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 detail)

NO
	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	NO
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	
	


	PART  3: Declaration of Competing Interest of the Reviewer:



	Here reviewer should declare his/her competing interest. If nothing to declare he/she can write “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer”


I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer
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	Guideline
	MARKS of this  manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 

( Highest: 10  Lowest: 0 )

Guideline: 

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)
	4/10
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	Author’s Feedback
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