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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.


	The manuscript presents a valuable study on a topic of significant importance to small ruminant health and productivity in Nigeria. The findings of high prevalence are of importance considering the negative effects caused by gastrointestinal parasites in health and productivity of these animals. The study addresses an economically important constraint to goat rearing and production, thus, it provides data that can inform local veterinary services.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The issue starts with the title which refers to the Prevalence of Helminth Parasites instead of Gastrointestinal Parasites once in the findings the authors include Coccidia oocysts that are not from helminths. Therefore, the suggested Title to reflect the study conducted, based on the findings, is 
“Prevalence and Morphological Diversity of Gastrointestinal Parasite Eggs in Faecal Samples Goats Slaughtered at Anagada Abattoir, FCT, Abuja, Nigeria”
	

	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.


	While the abstract is comprehensive, it includes information/findings that cannot be achieved from microscopic identification of eggs only, namely, helminth and coccidian species.  
It is recommended to use general terms for egg identification such as Strongylida or Strongyle eggs instead of Trichostrongylus spp., Oesophagostomum columbianum, Haemonchus contortus and Coccidian oocysts instead of Eimeria oocysts.
On the other hand, the authors states “Triangular or irregularly shaped eggs were the least common, appearing in 3 samples (6%), and likely represented distorted or partially embryonated forms of Strongyloides or Trichuris ovis”. They are confounding Strongyloides with Trichuris ovis eggs. It shows that the authors misidentified the eggs since Strongyloides eggs are oval with larvae inside (embryonated), and Trichuris ovis eggs are oval and typical, being totally different from those of Strongylida and from the Strongyloides ones in shape/morphology. This sentence should be revised and the identification should be well described, otherwise, the findings are not correct. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	In terms of relevance of the study topic the manuscript is scientifically correct, but as it is now, it needs to be revised to have a good scientific quality. Below some evaluation comments/observations:
1-INTRODUCTION

In the study no assessment of impacts on meat quality was undertaken, thus, this should be removed from the aim of the study. 
2-MATERIALS AND METHODS

· The goats were sampled during post-mortem examinations or were collected rectally in live animals? The collection method should be clearly indicated.

· Under this Section authors refer that tissues with lesions/cysts were collected and preserved in 10% formalin, but no reference to the results of the inspection/evaluation of the tissues, thus, it is not relevant to be mentioned under Materials and Methods Section. 

· Data and Statistical Analysis: Authors state that Data were obtained from both seasons, but they did not indicate when (seasons)) the Data were obtained, please revise!
· Also they refer to seasonal prevalence vs parasite burden, but no reference to parasite burden in the text, only they refer the presence or absence of gastrointestinal parasite eggs. Thus, this analysis was not undertaken in the study.

· They also refer that the correlation analysis was undertaken (relationship between parasite burden and key meat quality parameters) which is not true.

3-RESUTS

· In Table 1, The sum of different categories of Positive Samples (Circular shape, Eggs clustered, Long shape and Triangle shape is totalling 44 instead of 37! Please correct!
· The description of eggs under Parasite observations (morphological description/identification, it’s not correct:

· While Toxocara eggs are circular, Moniezia expansa eggs are triangular not circular;

· The oval to spinde-shaped eggs are those foo Strongylida (with morula inside), while those of Strongyloides are embryonated and are relatively smaller;

· The authors also confound Strongyloides eggs with Trichuris ovis eggs while the morphological difference is obvious.

· Based in morphological identification it is not possible to identify species, please consider Strongylida eggs and not Trichsotrongylus spp., Oesophagostomum columbianum and Haemonchus contortus eggs!.
· In Tables 2 the Overall prevalence is 66.6% instead of 74%!

· Also in Table 2, the total of positive samples is 33 instead of 37, and the total of negative samples is 17 instead of 13. Please revise!

· In Table 2, Age Groups should be categorized as:
Kids (<6 months)

Yearlings (6–12 months)

               Adults (>12 months)
· Please correct the Titles of Tables 2 and 3 to:

Table 2: Prevalence of Gastrointestinal Parasites based on Age Group
Table 3: Prevalence of Gastrointestinal Parasites based on Sex

· Management Systems:
There are differences of percentages of Prevalence in Intensive, Semi-Intensive and Extensive Management Systems:

Under Results Section the Prevalence values are 64.7%, 77.7% and 66.6% for intensive, semi-intensive and extensive management systems, respectively, while under Discussion Section the Prevalence is 64.3%, 72.2% and 61.1%, respectively. Please correct!

4- DISCUSSION
· The discussion begins with a mistake: it refers to 77% Prevalence instead of 74% Prevalence, please rectify!

· The authors refer to information on grazing, deworming programs and climatic conditions but no such information is provided in text, and, in case it exists t be included in text, where and how it was obtained? 

· How Helminth species were determined? The authors refer to Haemonchus contortus and to anthelmintic resistance, but no assessment of anthelmintic resistance was undertaken.

· The reference to the use of FAMACHA and Monepantel is inappropriate because the study did not address anti-anthelmintic resistance, nor did it evaluate the degree of anemia in goats using FAMACHA, therefore, please remove the entire Last Paragraph in the Discussion Section
· Please discuss more the study results, and use/explore also the Refences Listed in the Reference List that were not cited in the text
5- CONCLUSION

Please replace 74% prevalence of diverse helminth infections by 74% prevalence infections by gastrointestinal parasites.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	· From about 35 References listed in REFERENCES, only 19 were cited in the text, either under Results Section or under Discussion Section. From the 19 references cited in the text, 4 are not listed in the REFERENCES. 
· A total of 16 references listed in the REFERENCES were not cited in the text.

· Therefore, it is recommended to authors to explore and use the references listed but not cited cite in the both Sections to enrich the text, particularly under the DISCUSSION SECTION that needs an improvement since the Discussion is week and does not support enough the study findings.
	

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


	There is a need to a comprehensive language/English editing for fluency and academic tone to be suitable for scholarly communications.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The study addresses a relevant constraint for small ruminant health and production in Nigeria, and contains useful Data, but the Data and the entire manuscript should be revised for the manuscript to be suitable for publication, due to methodological limitations, inconsistencies of Data/Interpretation of results. The study should be refocused to faecal gastrointestinal parasite egg survey
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