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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	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.


	
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	
	

	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.


	
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	
	

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


	
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. The abstract states that the higher prevalence of gastrointestinal parasites was in semi-urban areas with a mean of 1019.8, while the urban area had a mean of 299.60.

 However, the conclusion states that urban areas had a higher faecal egg count of parasites than semi-urban areas. This is a contradiction that needs to be corrected for consistency.

Results and Discussion.
 2.  In section 3.1, the text states that the likelihood of infection with gastrointestinal nematodes and cestodes in six-week-old broilers was found to be 1.0 times higher than in those aged three, four, and five weeks. However, the table data for nematodes shows the EMM for 6 weeks as 440.0, while the EMM for 5 weeks is 170.00, and for 3 weeks is 114.00, which are all lower. The table for cestodes shows the EMM for 6 weeks as 82.00, while the EMM for 5 weeks is 68.33 and for 4 weeks is 102.00. This may be an inaccurate interpretation of the table's "Exp.B" values.
 3.)  The text states that the probability of infection for broilers at ages three, four, five, and six weeks was calculated as 0.259, 0.114, 0.828, and 1.000 respectively. These values seem to be from the "Exp.B" column in Table 1, but "Exp.B" stands for Exponential Beta, not probability.  This should be rephrased to accurately describe what the numbers represent.
 3. The paper states that the likelihood of broilers aged 5 weeks being infected with gastrointestinal nematodes is approximately 1.356 times greater than broilers aged 3, 4, and 6 weeks. This contradicts the statement in the next paragraph which says the likelihood of infection in six-week-old broilers was 1.0 times higher than in the other age groups. The numbers from Table 1 also show that the Exp.B value for 5 weeks is 1.356 and for 6 weeks is 1.000 for nematodes. This suggests that the text in the second paragraph (referring to 6 weeks) is incorrect.

 4.  The conclusion states that the faecal egg count of gastrointestinal parasites is not significantly different in the two agro-ecological zones based on a farmer’s interview. However, the abstract and results sections state that the FEC of coccidia was significantly different between the two zones. The conclusion seems to be poorly worded.
 5. The conclusion states that broilers in the semi-urban area had a better biosecurity than those in the urban area, which seems to contradict the finding in the abstract that the higher prevalence of gastrointestinal parasites was recorded in the semi-urban area.
General Review

 The ABSTRACT and KEYWORDS are not labeled as such in the text, so be sure to add those headings.

A.)
Throughout the document, there are several instances of inconsistent spacing and formatting, such as extra spaces or missing spaces between words and punctuation.
 B. Check the capitalisation of scientific names (e.g., Heterakis gallinarum, Subulura suctoria)  to ensure they are consistently italicised.
B.)
A reference for Cappelen, 2017, is mentioned but is not included in the References section at the end of the document.

 D.) Another reference for Meuna et al., 1998, is also mentioned in the text but is missing from the References section.
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