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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.


	The study is relevant in that it provides information on the presence of parasites in fish used as a food source by populations residing in the study area. This finding may represent a public health risk, given that parasites with zoonotic potential were reported, and it may also serve as an indicator for environmental assessments.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes.
	

	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.


	Yes.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	No. There are 17 references with older publication dates. I suggest searching for more recent studies to improve the manuscript.
	

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


	Yes.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The comments are presented at the beginning of the form.
The following considerations are presented:

1. The authors state that the fish are used as a food source for the local population and report the presence of parasites based on the findings of the study. Are there any reports indicating zoonotic potential for these parasites? There is no mention of this issue in the Introduction, and it would be valuable to include information addressing this aspect.

2. There is no bibliographic reference provided for the methodology described under “Collection and preservation of parasites.” This information is important to ensure the reproducibility of the study, including clarification as to whether any modifications were made to previously established methodologies.

3. In the Discussion, at the very beginning, the authors state that “These findings are in line with previous studies ().” Which studies are being referred to?

4. In the Discussion, the authors indicate that “the occurrence of this genus also represents a public health concern and highlights the need for proper handling and cooking of fish (Abdisa et al., 2023), particularly for fish from infected sites.” Given the mention of a public health risk associated with the presence of Contracaecum, it would be appropriate to expand the discussion on this issue and to address it in the Introduction as suggested in the first consideration.

There are 17 bibliographic references that were published more than 10 years ago. The inclusion of more recent references is recommended.
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