EDITORIAL COMMENTS FORM 

	EDITORIAL COMMENT�S on revised paper (if any)
	Authors� response to editor�s comments

	Accepted after  Revisions Required
as the following points 
1-Inconsistent and Inaccurate Data Presentation:
o    a-The Abstract states 57.0% contamination, but the Results section says 57% and later refers to Table 1 which sums to 100% (appears to be a percentage of contaminated samples per location, not overall contamination rate). Clarification is needed.

o    b-There is a discrepancy in hookworm prevalence: Abstract says 31.3%, Discussion says 33.3%. Must be consistent.

o    c-The Results section heading erroneously mentions �Ogbia� instead of �Tombia.�

o    Figures 2, 3, and 4 are referenced but not provided in the submitted text.

2.      Language and Grammar:
o    The manuscript requires extensive language editing for grammar, syntax, and clarity. Examples:

  A-“entrails worms” → “intestinal worms”

  B-“cessation of life” → “mortality”

  C-“germ do not kill Africans” → unclear and inappropriate; rephrase or remove.

  D-“palatable atmosphere” → “favorable environment”

o    Many sentences are awkwardly constructed and affect readability.

3.      Structural and Formatting Issues:
o    A-The abstract contains a typo (�ABSTR ACT�).

o    References in the text need consistent formatting (e.g., �Ekine & Orluoma,2024� missing space).

o    B-Some references in the References section are incomplete or inconsistently formatted.

o    C-Map image (Figure 1) is referenced but not clearly described or cited in the text.

4.      Interpretation and Discussion:
o    A-The explanation for low contamination in Location 5 is speculative (�experienced as it concern public health�) without supporting evidence.

o    B-The public health recommendations are vague. Suggest more specific, actionable interventions (e.g., health education programs, improved sanitation infrastructure, periodic deworming).

5.      Missing or Incomplete Elements:
o    A-Ethical approval (if applicable) is not mentioned.

o    B-Limitations of the study are not discussed.

o    C-Figures 2�4 are missing; if included, they must be labeled and described.

Recommendations for Revision:

         Revise all sections for clarity, consistency, and academic tone.

         Correct all numerical discrepancies and ensure tables align with text.

         Include missing figures or remove references to them.

         Expand the Conclusion to reflect specific, evidence-based recommendations.

         Ensure all citations are complete and consistently formatted.

         Consider adding a Limitations subsection in the Discussion.

         Proofread thoroughly or seek professional editing assistance.


	In the original manuscript table 1 contained contamination rate (57%). However, the reviewer suggested that the tables be merge as one table. Nevertheless, we have imputed a figure 2 to indicated the contamination rate.
The result for hookworm is 31.3%. The 33.3% was a typo error, which have been corrected.

Ogbia was mentioned in the original manuscript on error. However, was corrected in the revised edition of the manuscript.

All figures mentioned are provided in text, at the result section of the manuscript. 

Language editing effected. However, the editor can still edit where necessary to suit the journal.
Typo error corrected.

The map is the map of Yenagoa Local Government, indicating Tombia, the study area in yellow star.

Clearly done.
Ethical approval for soil collection not applicable.
All figures are imputed.
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