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(Please write few sentences on this manuscript)
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The manuscript is important for scientific community

The title of the article is suitable

The abstract of the article comprehensive but | suggest that the objective of the work be said at the
beginning.

Yes, the subsections and structure of the manuscript are appropriate.
Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct.

The references are sufficient. | propose, if possible, that they be updated further (mainly from the
last five years)

- | suggest that you consider including the scientific names of parasites of the sites as Key words.
- A good ttaxonomic keys are used for the identification of the specimens obtained; It would have
been to get to the species taxon and not just the genus.

- | think it is more correct that the tables should be mentioned in the text after the presentation of

these.

- The conclusion may be shorter, briefly noting the results.
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