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Reviewer’s comment

Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer,
correct the manuscript and highlight that part in
the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors
should write his/her feedback here)

Compulsory REVISION comments

1. The title of this paper needs to be reViseﬂccepted and revised

The repellant activity is not borne out
the vector but the plant species un
investigation. It should read somethi
like; “Bioprospection for
action/effect of natural

Grammar used should be improved. L
27-28. Eg. Mosquitoes are not only
nuisance to humans as they bite them tg
their blood meal but, also transmit disex
causing parasites and viruses in
process.

In materials and methods, there is
indication as to whether a qualifig
taxonomist/botanist was engaged in pl
collection or whether a voucher specim
of the purported Ocimum suave was

repellent
volatiles from
Ocimum suave growing in Dar es Salaan
Tanzania against Anopheles mosquitoes”.
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A similar study in the same area has been conducted
before. The question is was a repeat study necessary as it
may raise issues of plagiarism.

herbarium  for
preservation.

Line 169-170. The author clearly sta
that this study was done previously in 1
same country. Why was it necessary
repeat this study without exploring are
not previously studied? A referen
(N0.10) to confirm this is given. The stu

should be provided.

authentication and

“Brotection at various concentrations of th
l¥ssential oil within the tested concentrati
area is the same; Muheza. A justificatioflose) range; the previous one studied

ebhis study improved further knowledge hy

Hanovative study on concentration of the
gssential oil on human skin (amount of
essential oil per skin surface area) that

as ) .
confers the herein claimed percentage

formulations
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Minor REVISION comments

Grammatical errors and repetition in the text.
Highlighted in the article

There is no indication whether the four study subjects
(Volunteers) signed a consent form to participate in this
study. It is important that where human subjects are
involved in a medical study due process is followed.

Revised

Verbal consent was sought

Optional /General comments
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