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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
	This study offers an important information on the endemic
	

	of this manuscript for the scientific community. A
	character of Toxoplasma gondii in camels in Kassala State,
	

	minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.
	Sudan. Through the identification of certain risk variables,
	

	
	including geographic location, breed vulnerability, and
	

	
	transboundary  migration,  the  study  outlines  the  main
	

	
	anthropogenic and natural causes of infection in pastoralist
	

	
	production  systems.  Additionally,  the  study  reveals a
	

	
	substantial diagnostic disparity between LAT and iELISA
	

	
	approaches, underscoring the critical need for standardized,
	

	
	confirmatory serological testing to guarantee precise public
	

	
	health surveillance and the creation of successful One Health
	

	
	control measures.
	




[bookmark: PART_2.1_(Objective_Evaluation)]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
	Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement

Given the study evaluated risk variables using two serological tests (LAT and iELISA), I recommend that the title be changed to reflect this information. Additionally, given the study is based on antibodies, please use seroprevalence rather than just prevalence. For your consideration, the suggested title is as follows:
Seroprevalence and Risk Factors of Toxoplasma gondii Infection in Camels (Camelus dromedarius) in Kassala State, Eastern Sudan: A Comparison of Indirect ELISA and Latex Agglutination Test
	


Review Form (Research)
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	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	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
	3 = Satisfactory

Generally it is good, but it has serious internal data inconsistencies that compromise its technical accuracy, especially when it comes to the computation of LAT prevalence and sex-specific denominators. The accompanying MS Word document has detailed track
adjustments that address these number discrepancies.
	

	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 (Excellent)
	

	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
	4 = 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
	2 = Needs Improvement

There are some gaps in your objectives about testing. I suggest you to update your goals to the following:
The goals were to: (1) use LAT to estimate the seroprevalence of T. gondii in camels in Kassala State; (2) use iELISA to confirm positives; (3) determine risk variables linked to infection; and (4) assess the agreement between LAT and iELISA.
Or maybe you can consider this one: "To determine associated risk factors, assess the agreement between LAT and iELISA, and estimate the seroprevalence of Toxoplasma gondii infection in camels in Kassala State, Eastern Sudan."
	

	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
	5 = Excellent
	

	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
	4 = Good
	

	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
	2 = Needs Improvement
The official "Ethical Approval Number" that is required in some prestigious international publications is absent from this article.
	

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

The results are presented with structural clarity, effectively using a two-tiered approach to separate initial screening data from confirmatory findings and risk factor analysis. However, there are several numerical inconsistencies between the abstract, discussion, and tables—specifically regarding prevalence percentages. Detailed technical corrections regarding these data discrepancies and specific mathematical errors have been noted via track changes in the
attached MS Word file.
	

	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
	4 = Good
The tables are generally well-presented and efficiently classify the data based on the examined risk variables, with the exception of a few numerical inconsistencies that need to be reconciled.
	

	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
	5 = Excellent
	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory
Yes, the study's data generally supports the conclusions; nevertheless, the conclusions' strength is largely dependent on the iELISA results rather than the initial screening. Please also take LAT into account.
	

	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
	2 = Needs Improvement
There isn't a single section or remark in this manuscript that addresses the research's shortcomings.
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor
	5 = Excellent
	



	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	N/A = Not Applicable
	
	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory

Although the article uses technical vocabulary successfully and is written in a professional academic style, it needs to be thoroughly checked to fix several typographical errors, inconsistent punctuation, and large numerical differences
between the text and tables.
	





[bookmark: PART_2.2_(Subjective_Evaluation)]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, but given the study evaluated risk variables using two serological tests (LAT and iELISA), I recommend that the title be changed to reflect this information. Additionally, given the study is based on antibodies, please use seroprevalence rather than just prevalence. For your consideration, the suggested title is as follows: Seroprevalence and Risk Factors of Toxoplasma gondii Infection in Camels (Camelus dromedarius) in Kassala State, Eastern Sudan: A Comparison of  Indirect
ELISA and Latex Agglutination Test
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, because it adheres to the usual structural requirements for a scientific report, which include aims, methodology, and major findings, the abstract is generally thorough. However, it has serious internal data inconsistencies that compromise its technical accuracy, especially when it comes to the computation of LAT prevalence and sex-specific denominators. The accompanying MS Word document has detailed track adjustments that address these number discrepancies.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, but please notice that although the manuscript's basic epidemiological approach and "One Health" framework are valid technically, it contains significant mathematical
and data-reporting flaws that need to be fixed in order to preserve scientific integrity.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent?
(YES or NO)
If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, because the number of references is adequate and offers a solid geographical context, but the paper would benefit from more citations from the previous five years.
	

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

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	[bookmark: _GoBack]Yes, there is. The official "Ethical Approval Number" that is required in some prestigious international publications is absent from this article.
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