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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.


	In this study, the authors highlight major public health problems existing in a rural Nigerian area. Even though the percentage of children infected with intestinal parasites in Mashi LGA was only 38%, it still indicates that the situation regarding water, sanitation and hygiene is very poor. Notably, the finding of Schistosoma mansoni as the parasite with the highest prevalence is significant since it indicates a possible area where control measures could be directed. The study provides important local epidemiological data that can be used to guide regional deworming and health education programs.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is clear, descriptive, and appropriate for the study. It accurately reflects the content and scope. No change is 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 abstract has a good structure overall. But it is necessary to briefly indicate the sample size (400) and the method of diagnosis (Formol-ether concentration) which were used in the study. In addition, the surprising result of treating pipe-borne water as a risk factor should be marked as a major point of interest.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The research design and methods are based on a strong scientific foundation, nevertheless, the points listed below require consideration: 1) The map (Figure 1) is mentioned in the text but it is not provided in the manuscript file submitted for review. 2) In Table 2, E. coli probably stands for Entamoeba coli (the non-pathogenic one), but it is mentioned next to pathogens without any explanation. 3) The mention of the liver fluke Fasciola hepatica is rather exceptional in a usual intestinal parasite screening; it would be wise to have the finding confirmed or the identification repeated.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	In general, the references are sufficient and cover recent publications (2024-2025). Nevertheless, the citations of earlier works (e.g., WHO 1990, 1995) could be backed up with present-day WHO or national recommendations on STH and schistosomiasis management. Suggested addition: WHO (2022). Guidelines for controlling and eliminating human schistosomiasis.
	

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


	The writing is mostly unobtrusive and, therefore, appropriate for academic communication. There are some minor errors in grammar and typographical issues (e.g., “lumbacoides” must be corrected to “lumbricoides”; the term “risk-factors” is used sometimes while “risk factors” at other times). I suggest that a detailed proofread is done.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The discussion appropriately situations the findings in context. Nevertheless, the conclusion part is deficient it starts with a citation not related to the topic (Hilly et al., 2002) before the actual conclusion. This needs to be fixed. Furthermore, the conclusion should place more emphasis on the policy implications of the pipe-borne water finding thus making them stronger.
The original data from the neglected area are presented in the manuscript as important material. The method used was reliable and the statistical treatment was suitable. Nonetheless, there are remarkable problems: the conclusion part that is not fully written or incorrectly placed, the absence of a map, and the taxonomical doubts in Table 2. The errors must be fixed first before the paper is published. 
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