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	With respect, the study was statistically and content-reviewed. The authors recommend that the following corrections be made to ensure success.

The manuscript presents field data on parasitological and malacological surveillance at the human–animal–environment interface; however, it suffers from substantial conceptual and methodological shortcomings that significantly limit the reliability and interpretability of the findings. The study design is not clearly defined, leaving ambiguity as to whether the work should be interpreted as a cross-sectional epidemiological survey, an ecological assessment, or a One Health investigation. Although the authors repeatedly emphasize an integrated human–animal–environment–mollusk framework, this integration is largely rhetorical and not supported by a coherent analytical structure or explicit hypotheses. As a result, the objectives remain vague, and many of the conclusions exceed what can be justified by the data presented.

Serious concerns arise regarding the sampling strategy and representativeness. The rationale for selecting the sampling sites is insufficiently explained, and half of the stations yielded no mollusks, yet were still included in comparative statistical analyses. This undermines the validity of the reported differences among stations and violates key assumptions of the applied statistical tests. In addition, the temporal scope of sampling is limited, but the manuscript draws strong inferences about seasonal patterns and endemic transmission without longitudinal evidence. Human and livestock sampling procedures are also inadequately described, raising questions about selection bias and the generalizability of prevalence estimates.

The diagnostic and laboratory methodologies are outdated and insufficient for species-level inference. Mollusk infection was assessed solely by cercarial shedding, without the use of crushing techniques or molecular confirmation, a limitation that is not adequately acknowledged. Despite this, the manuscript reports specific trematode species with unwarranted confidence. Similarly, human and animal infections were diagnosed using basic microscopic techniques without standardized quantitative methods or reporting of infection intensity. These methodological choices substantially weaken the epidemiological relevance of the results and prevent meaningful comparison with contemporary studies.

The statistical analyses contain multiple errors and misapplications. Parametric tests are applied to non-normal and zero-inflated data without justification, diversity indices are incorrectly calculated and interpreted, and some reported values are mathematically implausible. Correlation analyses are repeatedly interpreted in causal terms, despite the observational nature of the study and the absence of multivariable modeling. Internal inconsistencies across the abstract, text, and tables further erode confidence in the robustness of the analyses.

Ethical considerations represent a major deficiency. The manuscript initially lacks a clear and transparent statement of ethical approval for human and animal sampling, including approval numbers and oversight authorities. Information on informed consent, participant protection, and management of positive cases is either absent or insufficient. This omission alone would preclude acceptance in most reputable journals.

Finally, the discussion does not adequately contextualize the findings within their methodological limitations. Limitations related to diagnostic sensitivity, sampling bias, and species misclassification are not critically addressed, yet the authors draw strong conclusions about transmission dynamics and public health risk. The manuscript would benefit from a more cautious interpretation of results and clearer alignment between data, analysis, and conclusions.

Recommended Citations and Justification
Among the extensive list of proposed articles, only a very limited number are genuinely consistent with the content and methodological scope of the present study and should be cited.

The article “Diversity of arthropods in municipal solid waste landfill of Urmia, Iran” (Journal of Medical Entomology, 2019) is appropriate for citation because it provides a relevant ecological framework for biodiversity assessment in environments of public health importance. Although focused on arthropods rather than mollusks, it offers methodological precedent for interpreting species richness and diversity indices in field-based ecological surveillance studies, which is directly relevant to the current manuscript.

If the authors wish to contextualize their findings within broader environmental and spatial perspectives, “Application of remote sensing and geospatial technologies in predicting vector-borne disease outbreaks” (Royal Society Open Science, 2025) may be cited cautiously in the discussion. This citation should be used only to acknowledge advanced approaches and future directions in environmental risk assessment, not to support the current methodology, as no geospatial or remote-sensing analyses were performed in the study.

All other listed articles—particularly those focusing on arboviral diseases, mosquito insecticide resistance, molecular genetics, climate change modeling, educational interventions, or advanced vector control technologies—are not consistent with the content of this manuscript and should not be cited. Including such references would introduce thematic inconsistency and may be viewed as inappropriate citation practice, as these studies address fundamentally different pathogens, vectors, methodologies, and research questions.

Overall Recommendation
Major revision is required. The authors must address the methodological, statistical, and ethical issues in depth and substantially revise the discussion to ensure that conclusions are strictly supported by the data. Only references that are directly relevant to ecological parasitology and field-based biodiversity assessment should be retained or added.
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