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Compulsory REVISION comments 1.Needs to update literature as 2010 is the most recent. THERE are many recent pubs 
in Nig on amphibians. 
 
 
 
 
2. Follow journal guidelines foe citation and listing of references 
 
 
3. Sample size is too small [37 0r 38] for 3 farms. Then change the farm names and 
treat as stations. Approx. 12 per station. for 2 toads and at lease 7 frogs. So you had 
no replicate for some. 
 
4.A large chunk of the discussion is not related to the study. this could be corrected 
by relating observations to literature or their life cycle 
 
 
 
5.Delete Fig 1 
 
 
6. Add a Conclusion which should include the major findings of this research. 
 
 

The literature is sufficient for the research. There may be many recent pubs in 
Nigeria on Amphibians but there is a dearth of information on parasites of 
Amphibians in Nigeria. This is what the research exposed as novel for Ondo 
state. 
 
noted 
 
Sample size followed ethical considerations as stated in the Ms, particularly for 
amphibians and their status in conservation as provided in the IUCN RED 
LIST.  
 
We maintain the relevance of discussion outside the life cycle discourse as it 
provided background information on the species and their distribution. 
 
We wish to include this pedigree if it is not a wrong information 
 
We shall do this as a separate section as advised. 

Minor REVISION comments Restructure abstract 
Introduction and results are too brief. The brevity of results makes it difficult to have a 
relative discussion 

Comment noted but clarity in the present form is not ambiguous 

Optional/Generalcomments Discussion includes listings of where parasites were found without attempt at explaining 
similarities or differences 
 
 
There are claims of first observations. These will be valid when literature is updated 
 

Similarities and differences are of taxonomic importance as espoused in the 
classification in Fig 1. The relevance of the biodiversity should not be lost on 
biology of the species 
 
We stand to be corrected if otherwise. Literature consulted are up to date and 
relevant enough. If perhaps an oversight, kindly re-direct. 
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

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

 
 
 

 


