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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	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. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.

	1. This manuscript addresses the critical and escalating issue of benzimidazole resistance in Haemonchus contortus, which poses a significant threat to the sustainability of small ruminant production worldwide.
2. By integrating field-based resistance detection (FECRT and AS-PCR) with in vitro evaluation of a traditionally used medicinal plant, the study contributes valuable applied evidence toward alternative parasite control strategies. 
3. The work is particularly relevant for regions with intensive anthelmintic use where resistance is widespread and therapeutic options are rapidly diminishing. 
4. Furthermore, the study contributes to the growing body of research examining phytomedicines as complementary tools in resistance management, a topic of global interest in veterinary parasitology and livestock health.
	

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

	The title is largely suitable and informative, as it clearly reflects the experimental approach, plant material, target parasite, and resistance context. However, it is slightly incomplete and could be improved for clarity and impact in an international journal.

Suggested revised title:
In vitro evaluation of the anthelmintic potential of aqueous and ethanolic leaf extracts of Vitex negundo against benzimidazole-resistant Haemonchus contortus in 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 generally comprehensive and clearly presents the background, objectives, methodology, and major findings. However, several improvements are recommended:

Suggestions for improvement:
i. The abstract is method-heavy and could be streamlined by slightly reducing procedural details (e.g., district-level sampling information).
ii. The very low efficacy percentages observed in EHA and LPA should be interpreted more cautiously in the abstract to avoid overstatement of effectiveness.
iii. A short concluding sentence clarifying that results are preliminary and limited to in vitro conditions would strengthen scientific balance.
iv. Consider explicitly stating that no IC₅₀/ED₅₀ values were obtained for the plant extracts, which is important for comparative interpretation.

No deletion is necessary, but moderate tightening and refinement of conclusions are strongly advised.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	Overall, the manuscript is scientifically sound, and the experimental design follows well-established protocols for detecting anthelmintic resistance and assessing in vitro efficacy. The combination of FECRT, AS-PCR, EHA, and LPA is appropriate and strengthens internal validity.

However, the following scientific concerns should be addressed:
i. The reported efficacy of Vitex negundo extracts is relatively low, even at high concentrations, and this limits the strength of the conclusions.
ii. The term “futuristic phytomedicine” may be premature without in vivo validation or higher efficacy benchmarks.
iii. There is no phytochemical quantification (e.g., total phenols or flavonoids), despite such claims being used to explain efficacy.
iv. Some inconsistencies are noted between the extract concentrations used in EHA and LPA, which should be clarified.

These issues do not invalidate the study but warrant revision for scientific rigour.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	Minor suggestions:
i. Inclusion of at least one recent FAO, OIE/WOAH, or global resistance surveillance report would strengthen international relevance.
ii. If available, referencing comparative efficacy thresholds for phytomedicines would contextualize the low inhibition percentages observed.
	

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

	The manuscript is generally understandable but requires moderate English-language editing to meet scholarly standards. Issues observed include:

i. Occasional grammatical errors and awkward phrasing.
ii. Inconsistent spacing and formatting in several sections.
iii. Repetition of similar ideas, particularly in the Introduction and Discussion.
iv. Overuse of quotation marks around non-quoted scientific statements.

Professional copyediting is strongly recommended before acceptance.
	

	Optional/General comments

	i. The study addresses an important problem and applies appropriate methodologies.
ii. Conclusions should be tempered to reflect the modest in vitro efficacy observed.
iii. Claims regarding future application should be reframed as preliminary or exploratory.
iv. Inclusion of limitations and future research directions (e.g., in vivo trials, compound isolation) would substantially strengthen the manuscript.
v. Figures and tables are informative but would benefit from improved captions and alignment with journal formatting guidelines.

Overall recommendation:
Major revision required; the study is valuable, but clarification, cautious interpretation, and language refinement are necessary to meet high-indexed journal standards.
	




	PART  2: 


	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the 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 detail)

No
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