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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 is a review summarizing all the available evidence on the epidemiology, risk factors, and diagnostic challenges of Helicobacter pylori infection in Nigeria. The authors compile the data from multiple regional studies and highlight the wide variability in prevalence across different populations. I think that the paper is important for understanding H. pylori infection burden in resource-limited settings and the public health implications of sanitation, socioeconomic conditions, and antimicrobial resistance. Overall, the article offers a useful synthesis of the existing literature on H. pylori infection in Nigeria.
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Publication)

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

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


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The methodology of the literature search should be described more clearly, including specific inclusion/exclusion criteria and the screening process used for the study selection
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	No
	






PART 3

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
The authors presented a descriptive but useful overview of H. pylori epidemiology in Nigeria. Their article compiles regional data and discusses relevant public health implications.


1. The review is described as both a narrative review and a structured literature search. The authors should clarify whether the methodology follows a systematic review approach or a narrative synthesis. 
2. Additional details regarding the literature search strategy, inclusion criteria, and screening process should be included to improve methodological transparency. 
3. The wide variation in prevalence estimates across studies may partly reflect differences in diagnostic methods (e.g., serology vs. tests detecting active infection). A brief discussion of this limitation is required in order to strengthen the interpretation of the results. 
4. Minor editing should be done to minimize repetition in the introduction regarding the H. pylori pathogenesis.

	




	[bookmark: _Hlk171333471]Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
You are hereby suggested to include following recent references to improve the quality of the manuscript.


Goh, K. L., Chan, W. K., Shiota, S., & Yamaoka, Y. (2011). Epidemiology of Helicobacter pylori infection and public health implications. Helicobacter, 16, 1-9.

Taghipour, A., Bahadory, S., Badri, M., Yadegar, A., Mirsamadi, E. S., Mirjalali, H., & Zali, M. R. (2022). A systematic review and meta-analysis on the co-infection of Helicobacter pylori with intestinal parasites: public health issue or neglected correlation?. International Journal of Environmental Health Research, 32(4), 808-818.
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