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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 



	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 study addresses a critical gap in regional poultry health by investigating the burden of gastrointestinal parasites in broilers at the point of sale in a major Nigerian market hub. By providing updated epidemiological data on parasite prevalence, diversity, and risk factors, the research offers essential insights for improving food safety and poultry management practices. The findings are highly relevant to local food security initiatives, as they highlight the significant impact of parasitic infections on poultry productivity and consumer health. Furthermore, the study’s focus on market-specific environmental factors provides a practical evidence base for future surveillance and targeted disease-control interventions in developing agricultural contexts.
	


PART  2.1 (Objective Evaluation)
	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5

The title is concise, accurately reflects the study area and subjects, and clearly states the research focus.
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5

The abstract effectively summarizes the study’s rationale, methodology, major findings, and conclusions. It provides a clear snapshot of the high parasite prevalence and the key risk factors identified.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5

The selected keywords are relevant, specific, and optimize the article for academic indexing and searchability.
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4

The background is well-organized and justifies the study. To improve, the authors could further detail the specific public health risks associated with the identified parasites in the local consumer context.
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5

The specific objectives are well-defined, measurable, and directly address the identified knowledge gap.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4

The literature is generally up to date. However, the authors could further enrich the discussion by incorporating more recent comparative studies (from 2022–2026) regarding regional poultry parasite resistance or novel surveillance techniques.
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5

The methodology (fecal sample collection, flotation technique, and statistical analysis using R) is standard, appropriate, and well-described for a cross-sectional parasitological survey.
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5

Ethical considerations were addressed through appropriate sampling and laboratory procedures to ensure sample integrity and scientific accuracy.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	        5

The results are presented very clearly, with logical flow, descriptive statistics, and appropriate inferential analysis (Chi-square and Poisson regression)
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	       5

All tables and figures (1–4) are clear, directly relevant to the study's objectives, and necessary for interpreting the findings.
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5

The discussion effectively compares the results with regional and global studies, contextualizing the findings within established poultry parasitology research.
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	        5

The conclusions are logical and fully supported by the reported prevalence rates, identified parasite taxa, and statistical analyses of risk factors.
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	       5

The authors provide a transparent discussion of study limitations, including the single-market scope, the sensitivity limitations of the flotation technique, and data sparsity for some variables.
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	4

The references are highly relevant to the study area (poultry parasitology in Nigeria) and provide a solid foundation for the research. To achieve an 'Excellent' rating, the authors could further strengthen the bibliography by including a few more recent global meta-analyses or comparative studies from 2024–2026 to ensure the context is as current as possible.
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	           5

The writing is professional, concise, and academic. The structure flows logically, the terminology is used accurately, and there are no significant grammatical or syntactical issues that would hinder a reader's understanding of the findings.
	


PART  2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)
	
	Reviewer’s comment


	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes 

The title is clear, professional, and accurately identifies the study subjects, the specific location, and the geographical context. It is appropriately focused for a research article.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes 

The abstract is highly comprehensive. It effectively provides the study’s background, methodology (including the sample size and diagnostic techniques used), key findings (prevalence rates and parasite taxa), and a clear conclusion. It contains all the necessary components to allow a reader to quickly understand the study's scope and results.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes 
The study follows established parasitological protocols. The use of flotation techniques for identifying gastrointestinal parasites in poultry is a standard and scientifically validated approach. The statistical methods (Chi-square and Poisson regression) are appropriate for analyzing the relationship between the categorical variables and parasite intensity. The data analysis appears robust, and the interpretation of the results aligns with current knowledge in veterinary parasitology.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No

While the references are highly relevant and provide a strong foundation for the specific regional context (Nigeria), they could be improved to reach an "Excellent" standard.

Suggestion for improvement: The current reference list leans heavily on older foundational texts and some regional studies. To improve, the authors should incorporate a few more recent global meta-analyses or comparative studies (from 2024–2026). This would help frame the local findings within the context of contemporary advancements in poultry parasite surveillance, drug resistance patterns, and global poultry health management trends.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	No

Based on the content of the manuscript, there are no identified ethical issues. The study utilized fecal samples collected from a commercial market setting (post-slaughter/sale). It does not involve experimental infection of live animals, invasive procedures on live subjects, or human clinical trials, therefore, it does not raise standard ethical concerns regarding animal welfare or human subjects research.
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