
Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	South Asian Journal of Parasitology 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_SAJP_153540

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Schistosomiasis Among School Children Aged 5-16 years in Shoreline Communities Rivers State

	Type of the Article
	Original Research Article




[bookmark: _heading=h.auvz3bqq3py7]
General guidelines for the Peer Review process: 

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

This journal’s peer review policy states that NO manuscript should be rejected only on the basis of ‘lack of Novelty’, provided the manuscript is scientifically robust and technically sound.
To know the complete guidelines for the Peer Review process, reviewers are requested to visit this link:

https://r1.reviewerhub.org/general-editorial-policy/


Important Policies Regarding Peer Review

Peer review Comments Approval Policy: https://r1.reviewerhub.org/peer-review-comments-approval-policy/  
Benefits for Reviewers: https://r1.reviewerhub.org/benefits-for-reviewers 




[bookmark: _heading=h.6ljt1a48y0fl]


	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.

	The study is of high importance for the scientific community as schistosomiasis remains endemic In Nigeria.
The study methodology is particularly of interest as it’s considered to be a suitable way of clinical diagnosis. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	I would suggest the title is rewritten as prevalence of schistosomiasis and social demographic features among 5 to 16 years school aged children in a shoreline Rivers state 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.

	The abstract is relatively comprehensive however there should be punctuation between cross sectional survey and 169 in line 5 of the abstract. Risk behavior in 14 is better written as risky behavior, 90% had no health education is seen as unclear, it can said that they lack access to health education or lacking in knowledge of. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes manuscript is scientifically sound in my opinion.
	

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

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

	Yes although redundancy was noticed as some sentences in the manuscript are considered needless examples of such are where the Author mentioned  The instrument of data collection was approved by researcher’s supervisor in 2.4.2, seated comfortably in blood sample collection, Cochran formula being widely used , poor settings and so on. Those sentences are better of in thesis defense than in manuscript for journal publication. 
	

	Optional/General comments

	Revision required.
	















	PART  2: 


	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
This is a high risk research that required enhanced ethical oversight as it involved phlebotomy in vulnerable populations, it’s important the Author include the ethical permission number for the purpose of reference and not just mention that ethical permission was obtained .

	




	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No competing interest 
	



	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	None detected 
	






	PART  3: Declaration of Competing Interest of the Reviewer:


	Here reviewer should declare his/her competing interest. If nothing to declare he/she can write “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer”




	PART  4: Objective Evaluation:


	Guideline
	MARKS of this  manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 
( Highest: 10  Lowest: 0 )

Guideline: 
Accept As It Is: (>9-10)
Minor Revision: (>8-9) 9 minor revision 
Major Revision: (>7-8)
Serious Major revision: (>5-7)
Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)
Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
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	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):
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