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Reviewer H: 

Recommendation: Revisions Required 
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The TITLE is clear and it is adequate to the content of the article. 

Yes, although the addition of the insecticides used would be valuable. 

The ABSTRACT clearly presents objects, methods, and results. 

Methodology requires a bit more information regarding the specific test methods that 

have been used (I assume WHO tube tests), duration of exposure etc. 

There are a few grammatical errors and spelling mistakes in this article. 

My French is not sufficient to comment on language. I find it easy to understand and 

clear. 

The study METHODS are explained clearly. 

Yes. I have included detailed comments in the attached document. 

The body of the paper is clear and does not contain errors. 

Yes. I have included detailed comments in the attached document. 

The CONCLUSION or summary is accurate and supported by the content. 

Yes. However, a bit more discussion regarding its susceptibility status compared to 

neighbourting areas would be useful. Is it different? Why is it different? What does 

this mean for future control plans?  

I have included detailed comments in the attached document. 

The list of REFERENCES is comprehensive and appropriate. 

Yes. 

Please rate the TITLE of this paper. 

[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent] 
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Please rate the ABSTRACT of this paper. 



[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent] 
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Please rate the LANGUAGE of this paper. 

[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent] 
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Please rate the METHODS of this paper. 

[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent] 
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Please rate the BODY of this paper. 

[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent] 
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Please rate the CONCLUSION of this paper. 

[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent] 
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Please rate the REFERENCES of this paper. 

[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent] 
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Overall Recommendation!!! 

Accepted, minor revision needed 



  

Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s): 

Please see my attached document for detailed feedback. 
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[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent] 

1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of 

the article. 
4 

(Please insert your comments) 

The title is written in plain language 

2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods and 

results. 
4 

(Please insert your comments) 



the abstract clearly presents the objectives, materials and results, but the origin of the 
adult mosquitoes was not clearly defined 

3. There are few grammatical errors and spelling 

mistakes in this article. 
3 

(Please insert your comments) 

there are certainly some grammatical and spelling errors that the authors could correct 
without a great impact on the acceptable content of the work 

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 4 

(Please insert your comments) 

In the section "population and strains of mosquitoes studied", the biological material used 
has been well described. In the “adulticidal tests” section, the authors state in line 1 and 2 
that “the tests were carried out with the different families of insecticides”. At line 6; they 
put that “the samples were exposed to 2 families of insecticides”. And the other families 
listed in line 1? 

5. The results are clear and do not contain errors. 4 

(Please insert your comments) 

The results are well exploited. They are consistent with the title and respond to the 
questioning of the methodology. The tables and the figure are also well presented, but the 
authors have not respected the numbers given. For example, they wrote “Table I; Table II” 
in the text instead of “Table 1; table 2”. 

6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and 

supported by the content. 
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(Please insert your comments) 

the conclusion is correct and answers the problem posed in the introduction 

7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate. 2 

(Please insert your comments) 

The references do not comply with the requirements given in the instructions to authors 
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Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s): 
What the study wants to show is the study of the sensitivity of Aedes mosquitoes to certain 
families of common insecticides. The text does not describe why Dabou was chosen. Why did 
you choose Dabou and not other localities. 
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This study is a contribution to the mapping of the sensitivity of disease vector mosquitoes to 
insecticides initiated in Côte d'Ivoire with a view to implementing selective vector control. She 
is to be encouraged. The manuscript can be accepted. 
 

 

 


