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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (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 contributes valuable baseline data on the seasonal abundance and species diversity of Culex mosquitoes in a region of India that remains understudied despite its known endemicity for lymphatic filariasis. Understanding the ecological patterns and environmental drivers of Culex populations is crucial for improving vector surveillance, predicting disease risk, and designing locally adapted control strategies. The study also highlights the influence of climatic factors on mosquito dynamics, providing insights relevant to vector ecology in the context of climate variability. Overall, the findings can serve as a reference for future entomological and epidemiological research aimed at reducing the burden of vector-borne diseases in similar ecological settings.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title “Dynamics and Diversity of Culex Mosquitoes in Kesinga Block, Kalahandi During Summer and Rainy Seasons” is clear and descriptive, but it can be improved for scientific precision and readability. It currently lacks indication of the study’s broader relevance (e.g., vector ecology, disease risk) and does not specify the geographic context fully (Odisha, India).
	

	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 of the article is generally informative and well structured, but it is too long and overly detailed for a scientific abstract. It includes background information (such as global disease statistics) that, while useful, could be shortened to emphasize the main aim, methodology, key findings, and implications. Some sentences are also repetitive or not directly linked to the study’s results.

Here are specific observations:

Strengths

Provides clear background on Culex mosquitoes and their public health relevance.

States the study location, period, and main findings (species identified, abundance patterns, correlations).

Concludes with implications for surveillance and disease monitoring.

Points to Revise or Delete

Overly detailed background:

The discussion on the global burden of lymphatic filariasis and gender differences in prevalence can be shortened or moved to the introduction.

Focus on the local context (Kesinga, Odisha) and the problem being addressed.

Methods section:

Condense: “Mosquito collections were carried out bimonthly…” is sufficient without specifying every month.

Results section:

Keep only the most significant findings (total collected, dominant species, key correlations).

Numerical details for every month can be omitted.

Conclusion section:

Expand slightly to emphasize how these findings can guide vector control or surveillance strategies.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the manuscript is scientifically acceptable in scope and addresses a relevant topic, but it is not yet fully sound scientifically in its current form. The study provides valuable baseline field data on Culex mosquito diversity and seasonal abundance; however, several methodological and analytical weaknesses reduce its scientific rigor and reliability.

Below is a detailed evaluation:

1. Scientific Strengths

The study is based on direct field data collection, not a literature review.

The identification of Culex species using morphological keys follows standard entomological procedures.

The topic is important for understanding vector ecology and disease risk in an endemic area.

References cited are mostly relevant and recent (up to 2025).

2. Major Scientific Concerns

a. Study Design and Sampling

The sampling method (manual aspiration) is simple and may not capture the full diversity of Culex mosquitoes. Light traps, gravid traps, or larval sampling should be used for more representative data.

There is no mention of sample replication, sampling duration, or number of collection sites. Without replication, statistical inferences about population trends are weak.

The study period (March-September) excludes winter months, which limits conclusions about annual dynamics.

b. Statistical Analysis

The manuscript reports only correlation coefficients without p-values or confidence intervals. This prevents assessment of statistical significance.

Correlation values are very low (0.155, 0.032-0.041), suggesting no meaningful relationship; however, this is not discussed critically.

No tests for normality or regression modeling were performed to strengthen the findings.

Female mosquitoes are epidemiologically relevant, but males were analyzed together, which may distort ecological interpretations.

c. Data Interpretation

Some conclusions are overstated given the simplicity of the analysis. For example, claiming rainfall and temperature “significantly influence abundance” is not statistically supported.

The authors interpret a negative humidity correlation but do not discuss the biological reasoning or the very weak magnitude of this correlation.

The dominance of Culex vishnui is noted but not clearly linked to environmental or ecological factors (e.g., breeding sites, vegetation).

d. Methodological Transparency

Meteorological data sources are acceptable (AccuWeather) but not cross-validated with local government data.

3. Minor Scientific Issues

Some figures and tables are poorly labeled or lack statistical units.

There are inconsistencies in scientific names (e.g., Culex Vishnui should be Culex vishnui).

The methods cite 2025 references that may be “in press”; these should be verified before publication.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references cited in the manuscript are largely sufficient, relevant, and reasonably recent, covering both classical entomological sources (e.g., Reuben et al., 1994; Das, 2013) and recent studies up to 2025. This demonstrates the authors’ effort to integrate contemporary findings and contextualize their work within current mosquito ecology research. However, there are a few issues and gaps that should be addressed to strengthen the scientific foundation and credibility of the paper.

Strengths

The reference list includes key works on Culex species identification, vector ecology, and climate influence (e.g., Ciota et al., 2014; Samy et al., 2016; Valdez et al., 2017).

Several recent and relevant papers (2023–2025) on Culex biology and vector competence are cited, showing good literature coverage.

Sources include reputable international journals (Scientific Reports, PLOS Neglected Tropical Diseases, Journal of Medical Entomology), ensuring reliability.

Weaknesses

Duplicate References:

Samy et al., 2016 appears twice, one duplicate should be deleted.

Future-Dated Citations:

Some 2025 references may not yet be published (e.g., “Sholikah et al., 2025,” “Ali et al., 2025,” “Ang et al., 2025”).

- Verify if they are officially published or “in press”; otherwise, replace with available published work.

Missing Key References:

While the study discusses Culex mosquitoes and lymphatic filariasis, it lacks recent Indian and Southeast Asian case studies that contextualize its results regionally.

Overreliance on Morphological Keys:

No citation of molecular identification or modern integrated approaches to species confirmation (DNA barcoding, COI markers).

This weakens the methodological currency of the paper.
	

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


	The English in the manuscript is understandable but not yet suitable for scholarly publication without significant editing. The text demonstrates a solid grasp of scientific ideas, but there are numerous grammatical, syntactic, and stylistic issues that reduce clarity, flow, and professional tone. Overall, the manuscript requires moderate to major English language revision for it to meet the standards of Asian Journal of Biology.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is of moderate scientific quality and offers valuable preliminary insights into the ecology of Culex mosquitoes in an endemic region of India. However, it requires major revisions in methodology description, data analysis, English language editing, and ethical transparency before it can be accepted for publication. Once these issues are addressed, the paper could make a meaningful contribution to regional vector surveillance and disease prevention research.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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