
Review Form (Review)
	Journal Name:
	Journal of Disease and Global Health

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_JODAGH_15041

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	EMERGING ZOONOTIC INFECTIONS IN ODISHA: A SYSTEMATIC REVIEW OF SCRUB TYPHUS AND ANTHRAX

	Type of the Article
	REVIEW ARTICLE



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 paper is scientifically relevant and important. The integration of the One Health recommendations is highly valuable. 
However, it should have some major revision to be considered as a SLR especially for the methods and results section. Moreover, specifying why choosing Scrub and Typhus could be better clarified while mentioning the gap. 
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

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

	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
	5/5
	

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

	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
	5/5
	

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

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

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4/5 
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1/5 
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2/5 

	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable

	3/5 – additional relevance of the study could be added with the gap  
Why you choose Scrub and Anthrax – should be better clarified (especially that table 2 showns occasional outbreak and stable PH trend for Anthrax) 
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4/5 – but the articles don’t show the results from the SLR – beside the figures 
More details and descriptive charts of the results is highly needed to be considered a SLR  
How many articles mentioned “conditions” for example? 
Trend of the year of publication about this topic? 
Etc..
	

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

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3/5 
Reference list is not completed (only 35 articles are listed whereas 40 articles were included for data extraction beside the background research) 
	

	14. 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
	4/5

  Double check some worlds for spelling and grammar coherence (left some suggestions on the manuscript) 
	


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.
	Yes it is 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No it needs improvement: 

Few points to flag: 
· Search expression: more details are needed (maybe to be added in the Appendix) – does the author used different search terms/ MesH/etc… 
· Grey literature is included Review papers included
· Inclusion and Exclusion criteria should clarify: language of articles included, peer-reviewed articles only Grey literature 
· Does the author searched manually for additional articles (from the list of references)? = complementary articles 
· PRISMA diagram? This is very important in a SLR – as for future researcher to replicate work and follow on your work 
· Only 150 articles are sought from all the databases – the number is very low… Suggestion: include more detailed keywords if not made before 
· What kind of data were extracted? Add a table or paragraph detailing the data extracted (jounal name, year of the study, specific info, etc…) 
· The results should show numbers – you should have a descriptive section on the results/articles retrieved and the data extraction results 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	The references are recent 

But some more citations are needed: 
· Figure 1, 2, 3, 4: If author-made: he should identify based on what peer-reviewed articles – he created the figure // If not: he should mention the authorship and specify the license or copyright 

Reference list is only 35. N total for data extraction is 40 articles – The reference list should include all the articles used in 1) the background 2) data extraction phase
	

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

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

	No 
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