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Reviewer F:
Recommendation: Revisions Required

The TITLE is clear and it is adequate to the content of the article.

Yes.

The ABSTRACT clearly presents objects, methods, and results.

Yes.

There are a few grammatical errors and spelling mistakes in this article.
One typos on Page -3. Formula : X. Should be .... Formula:

The study METHODS are explained clearly.

Yes.

The body of the paper is clear and does not contain errors.

Yes. Tables are OK. Some graphical representation would be great!

The CONCLUSION or summary is accurate and supported by the content.
Yes.

The list of REFERENCES is comprehensive and appropriate.

Yes.

Please rate the TITLE of this paper.

[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent]

2

Please rate the ABSTRACT of this paper.
[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent]

1



Please rate the LANGUAGE of this paper.
[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent]

1

Please rate the METHODS of this paper.
[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent]

1

Please rate the BODY of this paper.
[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent]

2

Please rate the CONCLUSION of this paper.
[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent]

1

Please rate the REFERENCES of this paper.

[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent]

1

Overall Recommendation!!!

Accepted, minor revision needed

Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s):



Tables are OK. Some graphical representation would be great!

Reviewer R:
Recommendation: Accept Submission

The TITLE is clear and it is adequate to the content of the article.

Yes

The ABSTRACT clearly presents objects, methods, and results.

Yes

There are a few grammatical errors and spelling mistakes in this article.

No spelling errors, and the plagiarism level is acceptable. Its needs to be edited using
an English editor.

The study METHODS are explained clearly.

Yes

The body of the paper is clear and does not contain errors.

yes

The CONCLUSION or summary is accurate and supported by the content.
Yes, the conclusion and summary are supported by the content.

The list of REFERENCES is comprehensive and appropriate.

Yes, references are in APA format

Please rate the TITLE of this paper.

[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent]

4

Please rate the ABSTRACT of this paper.



[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent]

4

Please rate the LANGUAGE of this paper.
[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent]

2

Please rate the METHODS of this paper.
[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent]

4

Please rate the BODY of this paper.
[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent]

4

Please rate the CONCLUSION of this paper.
[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent]

4

Please rate the REFERENCES of this paper.
[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent]

4

Overall Recommendation!!!

Accepted, minor revision needed



Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s):

Its needs to be edited using an English editor.

Reviewer S:
Recommendation: Accept Submission

The TITLE is clear and it is adequate to the content of the article.

Yes.

The ABSTRACT clearly presents objects, methods, and results.

Yes.

There are a few grammatical errors and spelling mistakes in this article.
Error in Taxonomic spelling of the plant family Ranunculacae. Please correct.
The study METHODS are explained clearly.

Yes

The body of the paper is clear and does not contain errors.

1 error found, stated above.

The CONCLUSION or summary is accurate and supported by the content.
Yes.

The list of REFERENCES is comprehensive and appropriate.

Yes.

Please rate the TITLE of this paper.

[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent]

1



Please rate the ABSTRACT of this paper.
[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent]

2

Please rate the LANGUAGE of this paper.
[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent]

3

Please rate the METHODS of this paper.
[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent]

2

Please rate the BODY of this paper.
[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent]

2

Please rate the CONCLUSION of this paper.
[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent]

1

Please rate the REFERENCES of this paper.
[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent]

2



Overall Recommendation!!!

Accepted, minor revision needed

Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s):

Good work on important cattle pathogen. Please continue the good work for the cattle
industry.

Reviewer U:
Recommendation: Revisions Required

The TITLE is clear and it is adequate to the content of the article.

yes

The ABSTRACT clearly presents objects, methods, and results.

yes

There are a few grammatical errors and spelling mistakes in this article.

no

The study METHODS are explained clearly.

yes

The body of the paper is clear and does not contain errors.

1. references citation within the text must be in accordance with the instructions of the
journal.

2. Conclusions need to be rewritten and clarify the most important scientific
conclusions reached by the current study in a brief scientific manner.

3. The ordering of the references within the list of references must be in accordance
with the instructions of the journal.

The CONCLUSION or summary is accurate and supported by the content.

1. Conclusions need to be rewritten and clarify the most important scientific
conclusions reached by the current study in a brief scientific manner.



The list of REFERENCES is comprehensive and appropriate.

The ordering of the references within the list of references must be in accordance with
the instructions of the journal.

Please rate the TITLE of this paper.
[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent]

5

Please rate the ABSTRACT of this paper.
[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent]

4

Please rate the LANGUAGE of this paper.
[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent]

4

Please rate the METHODS of this paper.
[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent]

5

Please rate the BODY of this paper.
[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent]

5

Please rate the CONCLUSION of this paper.
[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent]

4



Please rate the REFERENCES of this paper.
[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent]

4

Overall Recommendation!!!

Accepted, minor revision needed

Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s):

1. references citation within the text must be in accordance with the instructions of the
journal.

2. Conclusions need to be rewritten and clarify the most important scientific
conclusions reached by the current study in a brief scientific manner.

3. The ordering of the references within the list of references must be in accordance
with the instructions of the journal.
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1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of

the article. 4
(Please insert your comments)
2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods and 4

results.

(Please insert your comments)




3. There are few grammatical errors and spelling
mistakes in this article.

(Please insert your comments)

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 3

(Please insert your comments) Acaracidal procedures not very clear especially on
immersion then incubation for 24 hours. It has to be clear if the Eos are withdrawn
then the larvae is incubated without the EOs (or with the Eos). This has to be clear.

5. The results are clear and do not contain errors. 4

(Please insert your comments)

6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and
supported by the content.

(Please insert your comments) Improve on the possible explanation for the
difference in efficacy between Thymol and 1.8 cineole. Include in the discussion
the difference in structure which could explain the difference in activity. Also
consider explaining the reasons to target the two EOs and not any other plant EOs
with potential anti tick activities.

7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate. 4

(Please insert your comments)
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Accepted, no revision needed
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Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s):

Consider explaining the reasons to target the two EOs and not any other plant EOs with
potential anti tick activities. Also the reasons not to include a conventional acaracide as
a comparison to the two EOs. You need to be careful not to be questioned why did you
not include one of the synthetic acaracides in use currently so as to validate the observed
results.
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