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



	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 research offers significant insights into the interplay between vaginal microbiota, specifically Lactobacilli, and cervical cytological outcomes among HPV-infected women in Nigeria. This study contributes valuable epidemiological data for the protective role of Lactobacilli in maintaining normal cervical cytology and potentially reducing the risk of HPV persistence and progression to CIN. The findings underscore the importance of incorporating vaginal microbiota assessment into cervical cancer prevention strategies.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title of the article, "The role of vaginal Lactobacilli in cervical cytological outcomes among HPV-infected women in Niger state, Nigeria," is quite descriptive and relevant to the study's focus.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract effectively summarizes key elements but could benefit from enhanced methodological clarity and contextual framing.
Missing study type that limits clarity. Small sample size may affects generalizability. Replace "χ² = 19.907, p < 0.001" with "significant association (p<0.001)" to improve readability for  general specialists. Revise "6.3% showed inflammation" to "6.3% had inflammatory changes despite normal cytology" to avoid ambiguity.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study is scientifically valid within its scope but constrained by design and methodological limitations. Key findings align with world literature on microbiota-HPV interactions.  But require cautious interpretation due to non-representative sample and absence of longitudinal data. As for me, authors must to add in a "Limitations" subsection addressing sample size, confounding, and selection bias. Researchers also must to integrated HPV genotyping and longitudinal follow-up to assess progression to high-grade lesions. These steps would enhance reproducibility and clinical relevance, particularly in this research.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript utilizes relevant and recent literature. 70% of references are ≤5 years old (2019–2024), with critical 2023–2025 citations (e.g., Leon-Gomez & Romero, 2025; Triggiano et al., 2025). No discussion of clinical trials testing Lactobacilli restoration. Lacks WHO consensus on microbiota in cervical screening.  I think that authors can to add 2–3 recent studies (2022–2024) to strengthen biological plausibility and include WHO guidelines to align findings with global policy frameworks. Also may be suitable incorporate regional data from sub-Saharan Africa for better generalizability. As for me, with these corrections, the manuscript would enhance the scientific topicality and relevance to cervical cancer prevention.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The language in the article is suitable for scholarly communications in generally.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This research offers significant insights into the interplay between vaginal microbiota (Lactobacilli), and cervical cytological outcomes among HPV-infected women. The authors compellingly demonstrate that the abundance of Lactobacilli correlates with favorable cervical health, reinforcing the hypothesis that a Lactobacillus-dominant microbiome provides a protective effect against HPV persistence and progression to cervical lesions. One of the most notable strengths of this research is its focus on an underserved population in Niger State, Nigeria, contributing valuable epidemiological data in a region where cervical cancer burden remains high. The robust association between Lactobacilli presence and normal cytology (p < 0.001) aligns with global studies suggesting the protective role of vaginal Lactobacilli. Such findings support the hypothesis that maintaining a healthy vaginal microbiota may be integral to HPV management and cervical cancer prevention.The methodology is thorough, including both microbiological and cytological assessments, which lends credibility to the findings. Moreover, the significant statistical associations underscore the relevance of microbiota in the complex etiology of cervical neoplasia, suggesting potential avenues for microbiota-targeted interventions. Despite limitations, this study convincingly advocates for a paradigm shift towards integrating vaginal microbiota evaluation into cervical health programs. Interventions such as probiotic therapy or lifestyle modifications to promote Lactobacilli dominance could complement existing HPV vaccination and screening strategies, particularly in settings with limited access to advanced diagnostics. Overall, this article makes a compelling case for the protective role of vaginal Lactobacilli against HPV-related cervical abnormalities in Nigerian women, aligning with global evidence. Its integration into cervical cancer prevention strategies offers promising potential.
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