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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 manuscript provides critical epidemiological data on the parasite burden in market-ready broilers from a major poultry hub in southeastern Nigeria, addressing a significant knowledge gap in regional poultry health surveillance. By documenting eight parasite taxa—including the first report of Subulura brumpti and Prosthogonimus spp. in this market context—the study expands the recognized parasite diversity within Nigerian poultry systems. The comparative analysis of cage versus intestinal samples offers a novel methodological insight, demonstrating that environmental contamination at live-bird markets may be a more sensitive indicator of parasite pressure than host intestinal infection alone. Furthermore, the identification of hygiene, deworming practices, and housing quality as significant modifiable risk factors provides an evidence base for targeted, cost-effective intervention strategies that can directly improve poultry productivity and food safety across similar resource-limited settings.
	


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
	4
	

	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
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

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

	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
	5
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	2
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 

Rating Scale: 

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

	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
	      4
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	      4
	


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 suitable. It accurately reflects the study's focus on parasites in broilers sold at a specific market and location. However, to enhance specificity and impact, a minor improvement could be: "Prevalence and Diversity of Protozoan and Helminth Parasites in Broilers Sold at Ikpa Market, Nsukka, Enugu State, Nigeria" — adding key elements like prevalence and parasite groups.


	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the abstract is comprehensive. It clearly summarizes the background, objectives, methods (278 broilers, flotation technique), key results (71.94% prevalence, eight parasite taxa, prevalence by group, co-infection patterns, site-specific findings, risk factor associations), and conclusions. No improvements are necessary.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct. The study design, sample size, parasitological methods (flotation technique), statistical analyses (chi-square, Poisson regression), and interpretation of results are appropriate and logically sound. However, one minor clarification would improve scientific rigor: the distinction between "cage samples" (environmental contamination) and "intestinal samples" (host infection) should be explicitly described in the Materials and Methods section to avoid ambiguity regarding what each sample type represents.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO
While the reference list is relevant and sufficient in number, many cited sources are older than 5–7 years (e.g., Soulsby 1982, Urquhart 1996, Chapman et al. 2016, Taylor et al. 2016). To improve recency, the authors should include more publications from 2022–2026, particularly on molecular diagnostics of poultry parasites, anticoccidial resistance patterns, and market-level biosecurity interventions in sub-Saharan Africa.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	NO
The study involved only non-invasive collection of fresh fecal droppings from broilers at a public market, with no animal handling, restraint, sacrifice, or experimental procedures. No ethical approval is typically required for such observational sampling of commercial poultry in a market setting. Therefore, there are no ethical issues. However, including a brief statement that ethical review was deemed unnecessary would strengthen the manuscript.
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