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	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.


	
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative 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.


	
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript provides a regional review of trematode parasite infections in Indian amphibians, summarizing host-parasite associations, infection sites, and geographical distributions. The topic is relevant to both parasitology and herpetology, and it highlights the neglected field of amphibian parasitology in India. However, while the compilation of species and host data is valuable, the manuscript lacks scientific depth, methodological rigor, and proper review structure required for publication in a reputed international journal.

The review draws attention to trematode infections in amphibians — a relatively less studied area in Indian parasitology. The inclusion of detailed tables (Table 1 and 2) listing species, hosts, infection sites, and geographic locations is valuable. References span classic works (1930s–1970s) to recent papers (2023–2024), showing effort to consolidate data across decades. The manuscript could serve as a useful starting point for future meta-analyses or biodiversity records if properly standardized.

The manuscript claims to be a “review analysis” but does not specify search methodology:

· No inclusion/exclusion criteria, search keywords, or databases used.

· No year or language restrictions mentioned.

· No PRISMA-style flow or data analysis.

In the methodology section add these

· How studies were identified (databases, search strings, period covered),

· How data were extracted (host, parasite, location, infection site),

· How reliability of data was assessed.

The manuscript lists infections but does not analyze patterns:

· Which host genera show higher parasite diversity and why?

· Are certain ecological regions (e.g., Western Ghats vs. Northeast) more parasite-rich?

· Any correlation with amphibian ecology (aquatic vs. arboreal)?

There are no figures or summary charts (e.g., bar graphs, heatmaps, or distribution maps).

Repeated grammatical and syntactic errors throughout:

· e.g., “So, they have been continuously exploited for food and medicine which in turn their population are declining.” → “…which in turn has led to a decline in their populations.”
Overuse of “So,” “In the present study,” and redundant phrases.

Title capitalization inconsistent (“Review on trematode parasite infection…” → should be “Review on Trematode Parasite Infections of Amphibians in India”).

The section “Present state” and “Perspective” should be merged under Discussion.

Some trematode genera (e.g., Diplodiscus, Pleurogenoides) are described multiple times with overlapping text. Data from the same sources are repeated between “Present state” and “Trematodic parasite in amphibian host” sections.

The abstract mentions “study their zoonotic potential,” but no zoonotic trematodes are identified. Discussion of zoonosis relies on Spirometra (a cestode, not a trematode) — this is taxonomically incorrect and should be removed or reframed as context. There’s no molecular, ecological, or host-pathogen analysis to support statements on host-parasite-environment interaction.

Refocus the paper as a purely descriptive checklist review, or Expand discussion with ecological or zoonotic aspects using relevant studies (e.g., Herczeg et al., 2021, Koprivnikar et al., 2012).

Major revisions are required and resubmit after that.


	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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