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	Reviewer’s comment
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	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.


	The article, in a way, creates awareness about anthelmintic resistance (AR) in the livestock industry. This menace has invariably increased the cost of production and reduced the yield of livestock, especially in ruminants. Hence, the alternative control method should be employed. The ethnoveterinary medicinal approach, which is the hallmark of this research (article), is a welcome idea and should be explored globally, especially in low-income communities, to tackle this ugly situation.  
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	A slight modification will do. It should be recast as follows: 
“IN VITRO EVALUATION OF ANTHELMINTIC POTENTIAL OF AQUEOUS AND ETHANOLIC LEAF EXTRACTS OF VITEX NEGUNDO IN BENZIMIDAZOLE-RESISTANT NEMATODES OF SHEEP”.


	

	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.


	The Abstract is okay. It captures the “highlights” of the article reasonably. But I suggest that the resistant fragment size of 250 bp should also be reflected in the Abstract as the result of the AS-PCR.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	This manuscript is scientifically correct. The flow is logical, and the methods seem reproducible. Seemingly, the findings are genuine and in agreement with investigations of others in this particular field of study.
	

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

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


	Yes. The English quality is okay, and the tone is good.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The article is suitable for publication if the minor observations raised are adequately addressed. There are a few deletions and insertions in the text. Various punctuations (marks) have been introduced where necessary and applicable. All of these were done without change in the context. Based on the fact that the infection is a field one (not monoinfection with Haemonchus spp.), I suggest that the Title be slightly modified as provided above. Hence, “nematodes” should be included in the “Keywords” in the Abstract, and Haemonchus contortus should probably be deleted. Lastly, some of the suggestions made, such as the style of writing concentrations (% or mg/mL), the formula, and even the drawing of Tables, should be considered based on the Journal’s stipulations/ guidelines and be handled accordingly. The PCR (amplicons) result is quite clear. The Reference List (RL) should be fine-tuned to suit the Journal’s stipulations, especially about the spacing of the initials of authors. The comments should be considered. 
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