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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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 has many important points as following (in my opinion)

It reports a rare case of Physaloptera praeputialis in a stray cat from northern India.

It adds to the limited data on feline spirurid nematodes in the region.

It emphasizes the zoonotic risk and need for parasite control in stray cats.

It highlights the value of post-mortem parasite screening in surveillance.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The Following title would be more useful
Morphological Identification of Physaloptera praeputialis in a Stray Cat (Felis catus) from Northern 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.


	I have track changes in the main manuscript and rest of the things are good.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, it is scientifically correct but need rephrasing to deliver research in proper professional manner.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	This paper lacks recent references and the number of references are too low to support the result. 
	

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


	Language is good but at some points it needs to improve the scientific tone.
	

	Optional/General comments


	My Comments about the manuscript:

Introduction: The background is informative, but would benefit from a clearer emphasis on the knowledge gap in India and how this study directly contributes to addressing it.
Materials and Methods: 

1. The methods are described in good detail but it would be helpful to add references for some standard procedures like how the worms were recovered, fixed, cleared, and how the egg flotation was done. Adding these would make the methods more complete and easier for others to follow.
2. The morphological identification is well done but since many Physaloptera species look quite similar. It would be good to briefly mention why molecular confirmation was not used or note it as a limitation. This would make the species identification more convincing.
3. Although the cat was found deceased it would be good to mention whether any ethical approval or exemption was required for the postmortem work especially since it was part of a surveillance program. This helps maintain transparency.
4. Since the study involves identifying parasites based on morphology. It would be great to include some of the actual images or diagrams in this section (like microscopic structures or eggs). It would make the identification process more clear for the reader.
Results:

1. The paragraph moves quickly between gross, microscopic and fecal examination. It would be more reader friendly if these were placed under subheadings or in clearly separated paragraphs to improve clarity.

2. While salt flotation is mentioned. It would be helpful to briefly explain the method or cite a standard protocol. This ensures consistency with parasitological standards and helps readers replicate the technique.

3. One noticeable inconsistency is that this section includes relevant references (e.g., Tiekotter, Naem, Soulsby), while the methodology section lacks references for standard lab techniques (e.g., fixation, clearing, flotation). For consistency and completeness, both sections should include appropriate citations.
Discussion:

1. The discussion includes relevant literature but would benefit from a more critical analysis of how this case contributes new insights, e.g., are there any unusual clinical/pathological signs, egg morphology differences, or host-related factors that differ from previous reports?

2. The discussion would be more balanced if it briefly acknowledged limitations, such as reliance on morphology alone for species identification, lack of molecular support, and findings based on a single animal.

3. The manuscript could be strengthened by attempting to contextualize how widespread this parasite might be in India even speculative commentary or highlighting the need for prevalence studies would help.

4. Since zoonotic potential is mentioned, the authors could briefly elaborate whether human infections have ever been documented, or clarify that transmission risk is more theoretical.

5. The discussion includes appropriate referencing, but for consistency, the methodology section should also include standard references for parasitological techniques used.
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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)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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