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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 (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 manuscript contributes to the scientific understanding of parasitic nematodes in reptiles by describing a new species, Kalicephalus (Schadius) bilaspurense n.sp., from Varanus bengalensis. Such taxonomic discoveries are essential for documenting biodiversity and understanding host-parasite relationships, especially in under-studied regions like Himachal Pradesh, India. The findings provide baseline data that can inform future research on parasite ecology, evolution, and their potential impacts on reptilian wildlife. Additionally, the detailed morphological description supports the broader efforts in nematode systematics and can aid in the development of identification keys for related taxa.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is suitable, but the keywords are repeating the tittle. Please replace them.
	

	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.


	One word for parasitic importance of this species on Bengal lizard should be added at the end of the abstract.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	No, not exactly. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	This reference was repeated:“Matt, C. L., Nagamori, Y., Stayton, E., & Brandão, J. (2020). Kalicephalus hookworm infection in four corn snakes (Pantherophis guttatus). Journal of Exotic Pet Medicine, 34, 62-66.”

The references cited in the manuscript are mainly outdated. To strengthen the scientific rigor and relevance of the discussion, the authors should incorporate more recent studies on Kalicephalus species, nematode taxonomy, and their ecological impact on reptilian hosts, particularly Varanus bengalensis. Recent parasitological surveys or molecular studies on reptilian nematodes from the past 10–15 years should be consulted to provide updated context and demonstrate awareness of current research trends. Suggested databases include PubMed, Scopus, or Web of Science to identify relevant, contemporary sources.
	

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


	yes
	

	Optional/General comments


	Introduction 3rd paragraph: “caracass” should be revised “carcass”.

The aim of the study was missing.

Mat&Met

Ethical approval number should be mentioned.

Results

There should be an identification key to show the similarities and differences among the close taxa of these parasites.

Figure names should be clear to express what they mean.

Discussion:

Imprtance of this parasite for its impact on wildlife, especially Varanus was missing. The cited reference are really old. Better to discuss with novel studies.
The manuscript presents a valuable contribution to nematode taxonomy by describing a new species from an important reptilian host. However, to enhance its scientific impact, the authors should clarify the study’s aim, improve figure labeling, and update the reference list with more recent literature. Including an identification key and a discussion on the ecological relevance of the parasite would significantly improve the manuscript's completeness and relevance. Overall, the study has potential but requires revisions for clarity, context, and scientific depth.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	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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