Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Asian Journal of Biology

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_AJOB_136852

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Incidence of Parasitic Infection in Captive Wild Animals in Bhagwan Birsa Biological Park,Ormanjhi, Ranchi,Jharkhand

	Type of the Article
	Original article


	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 research is simple, but I believe it will add value to the study site of this zoo.
-It is an initial survey, but it serves as a basis for future, more sophisticated research.
- The research is a traditional methodology, without molecular techniques.

- The most interesting thing is that this article can fill gaps in regional data. However, it would benefit greatly if it had more details and especially something that is crucial to report: limitations of this study! Because there were some and they were not described.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	-A very common mistake I see in reviews is this style of capitalizing each word. Please review and adapt to the linguistic standard.

-The title is fine.
	

	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.


	Yes, but check paragraph formatting in the abstract.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Although it is no longer mandatory, I believe that scientific names should be in italics.
To add to the discussion, please include possible seasonal or endemic factors in Jharkhand.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes.
	

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


	Yes.
	

	Optional/General comments


	- Some words are together, check! Example: Toxocaraspp.

- There were no observations in the sample table? Why leave the column? It would be better to remove it and leave it in the topics below, if there are any.

- Please indicate the collection period, if there is more than one date, exact number of samples per method (direct vs. flotation).
- Were there any inclusion or exclusion criteria?
- What was the duration of the study, frequency of collections and sensitivity of the tests? If possible (optional, but recommended), I believe that it would add more to the article.

- If possible, indicate the volume of reagents.

- Standardize the spacing and alignment of paragraphs, tables and captions.

- 31 fecal samples… 7 positive (22.58%) and then 4 of 7 = 57.14% for Toxocara; however, if 4/31 --> 12.9%. There is confusion between proportion of positives and proportion between species. Check!

18 (58.0%) felids from 31 samples, but 18/31 = 58.1% refers to the number of felids sampled, not the number of positives.
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