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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

	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 review addresses an increasingly relevant intersection between veterinary parasitology and artificial intelligence, focusing specifically on gastrointestinal helminths in Nigerian cattle systems. The manuscript is timely, as anthelmintic resistance, climate variability, and limited diagnostic infrastructure continue to challenge helminth control in sub-Saharan Africa. By synthesizing epidemiology, diagnostic standardization, modeling paradigms, and deployment pathways, the article provides a structured roadmap for moving from reactive deworming toward prediction-informed parasite management. The Nigerian contextual framing strengthens its practical relevance and contributes region-specific insight to a largely high-income–centered AI literature.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is appropriate and accurately reflects the scope. However, minor refinement would improve clarity and formatting.
Suggested revision:
“Prediction of Gastrointestinal Helminths in Cattle Using Machine Learning and Artificial Intelligence: A Nigerian Perspective”

(Ensure consistent capitalization and remove redundancy in phrasing if present in journal formatting.)


	

	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 is well-written, structured, and conceptually strong. It clearly outlines:

· The epidemiological challenge

· The AI/ML opportunity

· Nigerian contextual considerations

· Implementation pathways

However, the following minor improvements are suggested:

1. Briefly clarify that this is a narrative review with structured literature search.

2. Add one sentence emphasizing key challenges (e.g., data sparsity, validation constraints).

3. Consider shortening slightly for conciseness without losing substance.

Overall, the abstract effectively captures the scope and contributions.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and conceptually coherent. Strengths include:

· Clear structuring from epidemiology → diagnostics → modeling → deployment.

· Integration of climate-driven, ML, Bayesian, and hybrid modeling paradigms.

· Strong discussion of label noise, validation leakage, and deployment realities.

· Attention to anthelmintic resistance and targeted selective treatment (TST).

However, some improvements are recommended:

1. Clarify whether this is a narrative review or systematic review (methods section suggests structured search but does not specify PRISMA framework).

2. Add a summary table comparing modeling paradigms (mechanistic vs ML vs hybrid vs Bayesian) for clarity.

3. Some sections (e.g., Section 5) are conceptually dense and could be slightly condensed.

4. A schematic conceptual framework figure would significantly strengthen the manuscript.

Overall scientific integrity is strong.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, references are:

· Extensive

· Recent (many 2015–2025)

· Scientifically credible

· Well-balanced between epidemiology, parasitology, AI, and modeling

Strengths:

· Inclusion of climate modeling (GLOWORM-FL)

· Inclusion of Bayesian modeling literature

· Inclusion of AI-enabled microscopy advances (2024 reference)

Minor recommendations:

· Ensure consistency in journal formatting style.

· Verify DOI formatting uniformity.

· Confirm that 2025 references are published (not in press/preprint).

Overall: References are appropriate and sufficient.


	

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


	Yes. The manuscript is written in high-quality academic English.

Strengths:

· Clear technical articulation

· Logical flow

· Appropriate scholarly tone

Minor edits:

· Some long sentences could be split for readability.

· Ensure consistent terminology (e.g., FEC vs fecal egg count).

· Standardize formatting of section headings.

Language is fully suitable for scholarly publication.


	

	Optional/General comments


	· The Nigerian contextualization is a major strength.

· The integration of diagnostics and modeling is particularly well done.

· The discussion on deployment and governance is commendable and practical.

· A visual conceptual model would significantly enhance impact.

· Consider adding a short “Key Takeaways for Practitioners” box for translational value.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No ethical concerns identified.
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