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	PART  1: Review Comments


	Compulsory REVISION comments

	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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. Why do you like (or dislike) this manuscript? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.

	The given work is good. Need more clarity in conveying the work. Include the region or place where the work was done and the importance of spirometra in that region. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	Make it short  .  no need to give “ in Relation to Time of
Highest Production of Eggs and Number of Eggs Produced per Day” in title


	

	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 terminologies used in the abstract are layman words. Check for spelling mistakes. Point out the importance of the study. Instead of giving individual results of 5 cats seperately, give the gross conclusion in 2 or 3 sentences. Finally, conclude the abstract with the major findings in the study and its importance.
	

	Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?
	yes
	

	Please write a few sentences regarding the scientific correctness of this manuscript. Why do you think that this manuscript is scientifically robust and technically sound? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.
	There are places where the scientific terminologies should be used. Instead of 4 word sentences in materials and method, convey the things scientifically.( Eg: A total of 5 cats were used in this study. Cats were reared in the animal house, each in a separate cage (Fig.1). Were fed with commercial cat pellets and water. Before being fed with spargana they were dewormed. Convert this into - a total of 5 dewormed cats reared separately were subjected to the study.) results can be demonstrated in table for better understanding, instead of repetitive sentences.
	

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

	Minor REVISION comments

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

	Need to improve the language of presentation in the article. The way of presentation doesn’t suit for a scholarly communication. Need to modify sentences. 



	

	Optional/General comments

	The way of presentation needs to be improved. The overall presentation is like scattered sentences with incomplete information. A thorough revision is needed sentence by sentence. Also the clarity in data interpretation is not good.
Arrange the sentences in proper way and make sure every sentence is clear.
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	Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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