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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.
	This manuscript addresses a relevant topic for public health, highlighting the role of cockroaches as potential vectors of intestinal parasites in Nigeria. The research provides updated and region-specific data, which can help health authorities develop control strategies to minimize parasitic infections associated with poor sanitation. It also fills a knowledge gap in parasitological surveillance, particularly in Anambra State, where studies of this nature are scarce. The work has both local and global relevance due to the universality of cockroach-borne
pathogens.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The title is clear and reflects the content of the paper.
	

	[bookmark: Is_the_abstract_of_the_article_comprehen]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 provides an adequate general overview of the study, including objectives, methods, and results. However, it is excessively detailed and contains too many numbers, which compromises clarity. It would be advisable to include a brief background, a clear statement of the objective, summarize the results (without too many numerical values), and conclude with a sentence emphasizing the study’s relevance to public health. Therefore, I suggest removing redundant numerical data, adding a final sentence about the study’s public health
importance, and simplifying the methodological description.
	

	[bookmark: Is_the_manuscript_scientifically,_correc]Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the manuscript is scientifically sound and follows standard parasitological and entomological methodologies. The sampling size (2,110 cockroaches) is robust, and the use of recognized identification and concentration techniques (e.g., formol-ether concentration, Lugol’s iodine staining) adds credibility to the findings. The statistical analysis using Chi-square is appropriate for comparing prevalence data; however, including additional analyses such as confidence intervals or multivariate approaches could strengthen the conclusions. The discussion effectively relates the results to previous studies, demonstrating consistency with existing knowledge. Nonetheless, the manuscript would benefit from a clearer explanation of potential biases
(e.g., differences in trapping environments, temporal variation) and limitations of the study design.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention
them in the review form.
	References are sufficient and include relevant works, but some are over five years old. Incorporating more recent studies (2020–2025) on cockroach-mediated pathogen transmission and molecular detection techniques would
increase scientific currency.
	

	[bookmark: Is_the_language/English_quality_of_the_a]Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	It is understandable, but a thorough language revision by a native speaker or professional scientific editor is recommended.
	

	[bookmark: Optional/General_comments]Optional/General comments
	The study is scientifically valid and relevant for public health but requires language improvement, conciseness in the abstract, and a clearer discussion of methodological limitations.
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