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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 study provides key epidemiological data on the prevalence of H. pylori in an understudied urban area in southeastern Nigeria. It also reveals associations between infection and local sociodemographic factors (age, occupation, and gastrointestinal symptoms), sheds light on the social and environmental determinants of H. pylori transmission in resource-limited settings, and underscores the need for preventive screening, particularly given the high prevalence (40%) even among asymptomatic individuals. These findings are highly relevant for guiding public health policies in sub-Saharan Africa.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is appropriate. It clearly reflects the study’s objective (to determine prevalence), the target population (adults in Aba, Nigeria), and the nature of the investigation (risk factors). No revisions are needed.
	

	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 submitted abstract is generally well-structured and covers essential elements, including background, objective, methodology, results, and conclusion. However, it could be improved by specifying the detection method (rapid serological test) in the "Methods" section and briefly indicating the statistical significance of the observed associations (e.g., p-values) to enhance scientific rigor. These additions would make the abstract more informative for busy readers.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound. It exhibits the methodological characteristics of a genuine cross-sectional study, including appropriate sampling and the use of a standardized immunological test both well suited to the study’s objective. The statistical analyses (chi-square test) are justified, and the results are interpreted consistently with the existing literature. The discussion skillfully incorporates relevant regional (Nigeria, Ethiopia, Zimbabwe) and international comparative studies, thereby strengthening the credibility of the conclusions.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References from 2019 to 2024 are generally relevant and up-to-date, reflecting strong scientific awareness. However, it would be beneficial to include two additional references cited in the authors’ reference base to strengthen the discussion on risk factors: Mungazi et al. (2018) on the high prevalence among asymptomatic individuals in Zimbabwe (DOI: 10.1016/j.amsu.2018.09.040), and Abozaid (2020) on risk factors in Sudan (DOI: 10.2427/13233). These studies effectively illustrate the central role of age, sanitation, and living conditions in transmission.The key points in the discussion.
	

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


	Since Nigeria is an English-speaking country, we can infer that the language used appears clear, precise, and consistent with scientific communication standards. No major grammatical or stylistic errors are evident in the manuscript, suggesting careful and polished writing.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The study is well-designed and valuable for local public health. For future research, it would be beneficial to explore bacterial strains (e.g., CagA/VacA) or incorporate complementary diagnostic methods, such as the urea breath test or gastric biopsy,to enhance diagnostic specificity. Additionally, the mention of “written consent” in the final section contradicts the “Study Population” section, which states that “verbal consent” was obtained; this inconsistency should be corrected.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	Yes, because a minor inconsistency was noted in Section 2.3, which mentions “verbal consent,” whereas the final “CONSENT” section states that “written informed consent” was obtained. This discrepancy needs to be clarified and harmonized. However, ethical approval is documented, which complies with standard requirements.
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