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	PART  1: Review Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Compulsory REVISION comments
1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community?

      (Please write few sentences on this manuscript)
2. Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?
5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct?
6. Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of additional references, please mention in the review form.

(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to provide additional suggestions/comments)


	The intention of the manuscript is good to inform the scientific community about the existence of the helminthic parasites in fish as a potential hazard to the population
The title is okay although it fell short of a few details including the country, and suggestions have been given in the manuscript as Prevalence of Intestinal Parasites among Fish found in Waterworks Reservoir in Ado Ekiti, Nigeria.

The abstract has an introduction but does not tell us what the problem is specifically in Nigeria to warrant the 90 sample collected
While there’s attempt to have the sections appropriately done, there’s very little information in the introduction and methodology

It is scientifically correct if the outcome is anything to go by

Most references are local, making the scope of the document limited. Some are older and I’ve given a specific one that can be used for example to showcase the prevalence of parasitic worms in fresh water fishes

These has been given comprehensively in the document/manuscript itself
	

	Minor REVISION comments

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


	The English language is suitable

	

	Optional/General comments


	The study has only one objective in my view but data analysis and report goes beyond that one objective, for which I’ve guided appropriately on how this can be made better. The study can have 2-3 specific objectives based on the outcome given.
The study does not tell us how the number of samples was arrived at, and where the samples were handled. All we know is that the fish species were identified at the local fisheries office and some by observation in the field. How the fish samples were processed and examined for the parasites is not shown
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	Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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