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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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.
	The development of anthelmintic resistance in Haemonchus contortus, which affects goat production systems, is a crucial and developing concern in veterinary parasitology that is addressed in this publication. The study offers important field-based data demonstrating the decreased effectiveness of fenbendazole, a medication commonly used in parasite control initiatives. The results highlight the necessity for coordinated and sustainable parasite control methods and are important for managing animal health. This kind of case-based reporting helps identify resistance trends early on, which is essential for guiding future studies and policy choices.

	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Good 3
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Good 3
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Good 3
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Good 3
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Good 3
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Good 3
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Good 3
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Needs Improvement – 2
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Good 3
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Good 3
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Good 3
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Good 3
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Needs Improvement – 2
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Good 3
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Needs Improvement – 2
	



PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO
Suggestion:
1) Include numerical values (e.g., FECRT %, EPG changes) clearly 
2) Add a stronger concluding statement 
3) Reduce repetition and improve clarity 

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES (with minor revisions required)
Suggestion:
1) Clarify sample size and experimental design more explicitly 
2) Improve statistical reporting consistency 
3) Strengthen distinction between reinfection vs resistance

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	YES (minor concern)
Details:
· Ethical approval for animal handling is not clearly mentioned 
· It is recommended to include institutional ethical clearance or animal care compliance statement
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PART  3

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	1) The manuscript addresses an important issue but requires language editing and proofreading. 
2) Add a clear ethical approval statement for animal experimentation. Like one of the example given

Standard Ethical Approval Statement (Recommended)

All animal procedures conducted in this study were reviewed and approved by the Institutional Animal Ethics Committee (IAEC) of [Name of Institution], in accordance with national guidelines for the care and use of animals in research (Approval No.: XXXX/IAEC/2026).

If following CPCSEA (India) guidelines

All experimental procedures involving animals were carried out in accordance with the guidelines of the Committee for the Purpose of Control and Supervision of Experiments on Animals (CPCSEA), Government of India, and were approved by the Institutional Animal Ethics Committee (IAEC) of [Institution Name] (Approval No.: XXXX).

If it was only observational (minimal handling)

The study involved routine veterinary procedures and non-invasive sample collection. All handling of animals was performed following standard animal welfare guidelines, and no additional ethical approval was required.



3) Include a limitations section (e.g., small sample size, field-based variability). 
4) Improve formatting of tables and statistical presentation. 
5) Consider adding a graph (e.g., FECRT trend or FEC comparison chart) for better visualization. 
6) Ensure consistent scientific naming (Haemonchus contortus).
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