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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 provides:

1. A thorough synthesis of both synthetic and plant-based mosquito repellents, incorporating recent advances in vector biology, formulation science, and public health. 

2. It critically compares the efficacy, safety, environmental sustainability, and mechanisms of action of these repellents, linking traditional ethnobotanical knowledge with modern research. 

3. The review also addresses the limitations of natural repellents and outlines future research directions, particularly in advanced delivery systems and controlled-release formulations. 

4. The work serves as a valuable resource for researchers, formulators and policy makers focused on developing safer and more effective personal protection strategies. because of the rise of mosquito-borne diseases due to climate change.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is a bit generic but if you read the article properly, there may be need to adjust the title to show more descriptive topic. Suggesteed is:

 “Natural and Synthetic Mosquito Repellents: Efficacy, Safety, Formulation Challenges, and Future Directions.”
	

	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 effectively highlights the global impact of mosquito-borne diseases and the public health significance of mosquito repellents. It successfully addresses the limitations of synthetic repellents and justifies the investigation into plant-based alternatives. Additionally, it emphasizes the necessity for further scientific validation, aligning with the manuscript's goals. However, in my opinion, the abstract does not meet journal review standard as a review article. To meet journal standards for a review article, the abstract requires improved structure, clearer focus, and the incorporation of key elements for a more comprehensive summary of the manuscript. In line with the request to suggest find below:
“Mosquitoes are key vectors for severe diseases like malaria, dengue, lymphatic filariasis, yellow fever, and Japanese encephalitis, which represent significant global public health challenges, particularly as climate change expands their habitats. Personal protection through mosquito repellents is essential in integrated vector management strategies. This review compiles current scientific findings on both synthetic and plant-based mosquito repellents, focusing on their mechanisms, effectiveness, safety, environmental impact, and formulation methods.

Synthetic repellents such as DEET, picaridin, and IR3535 are known for their long-lasting efficacy; however, concerns regarding toxicity and environmental persistence, as well as shifting consumer preferences, have sparked renewed interest in natural alternatives. Essential oils and botanical extracts are biodegradable options but face limitations due to their shorter effectiveness, volatility, and instability in formulations.

Recent advancements in formulation science, such as nano-encapsulation, lipid-based carriers, and controlled-release systems, show promise in enhancing the stability, effectiveness, and consumer acceptance of natural repellents. This review identifies existing knowledge gaps and emphasizes the need for standardized evaluation methods, improved delivery systems, and collaborative research to promote the development of safe, cost-effective, and sustainable mosquito repellent solutions.”
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and aligns well with current knowledge on mosquito repellents, vector biology, and formulation science. It accurately presents mosquito host-seeking behavior, mechanisms of action of synthetic and natural repellents, and the public-health importance of personal protection, with good support from recent literature. However, minor improvements are recommended to enhance rigor and clarity. These include refining overly broad statements about the risks of synthetic repellents to better distinguish regulated use from misuse (when used as regulated it is safe and vice-versa), tightening quantitative language to reflect variability across studies, and clearly framing some mechanistic discussions as emerging research rather than settled conclusions. Additionally, distinguishing laboratory-scale formulation advances from commercially validated products and standardizing terminology and language will further strengthen the manuscript’s scientific clarity and credibility.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is adequate and suitable for publication. Only minor additions, particularly authoritative guidelines and references addressing translational and practical applications, may further strengthen the manuscript and increase reviewer confidence. Please find suggestions below:
· World Health Organization (WHO). Guidelines for efficacy testing of mosquito repellents for human skin.

· Achee, N. L. et al. (2019). Spatial repellents: from discovery and development to evidence-based public health use. Trends in Parasitology.
· Rocklöv, J., & Dubrow, R. (2020). Climate change: an enduring challenge for vector-borne disease prevention and control. Nature Climate Change.
· Benelli, G., & Pavela, R. (2018). Repellence of essential oils and selected compounds against insects of medical and veterinary importance. Trends in Parasitology.
· Isman, M. B. (2020). Botanical insecticides in the twenty-first century—fulfilling their promise? Annual Review of Entomology.
	

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


	The manuscript contains valuable scientific content but falls short in English language and writing quality. Key issues include:

1. Grammar and Syntax: There are frequent errors, such as subject-verb disagreement and incorrect article usage. For example, "Mosquitoes as significant threat…" should be "Mosquitoes are a significant threat…"

2. Clarity and Readability: Many sentences are overly complex, making them hard to follow, and some phrasing is awkward, impacting comprehension.

3. Redundancy: Information, especially statistics and comparisons of synthetic and natural repellents, is unnecessarily repeated.

4. Academic Style: The use of conversational language and filler phrases detracts from a formal scholarly tone.

5. Word Choice: Certain terms, such as "emerge out," "dissuadive," and "obligating its users," are either incorrect or awkwardly used.

6. Citation and Formatting: There are inconsistencies in citation style and punctuation that need to be aligned with journal guidelines.


	

	Optional/General comments


	
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (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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