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PART 1


	
	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.
	In Africa, schistosomiasis is one of the neglected tropical diseases (NTDs). Schistosomiases are unrecognized diseases that have significant health and economic effects on African nations. They remain concealed because many developing nations in Africa lack the resources necessary to properly comprehend the biological and social characteristics of these diseases, and because they have mostly disappeared from the more affluent regions of the world. Schistosomiasis ranks third in the world's parasitism behind intestinal helminthiasis and malaria in terms of human effect among tropical diseases

It has been disputed whether urogenital schistosomiasis and multiple bacterial urinary tract infection (UTI) are related in any way. According to one theory, S. haematobium infection causes immunological polarization, which is harmful for bacteriuria clearance. It has been shown in a mouse model that injecting S. haematobium eggs into the bladder wall—a key tissue location holding eggs in people with urogenital schistosomiasis—increases susceptibility to a future (UTI).

This current study therefore aimed to determine the prevalence of urinary schistosomiasis and its association with uropathogens

	














































PART  2

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

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

	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
	The summary does not need an introduction (Schistosomiasis is an acute and chronic parasitic disease caused by blood flukes (trematode worms) of the genus Schistosoma. The disease is prevalent in tropical and subtropical areas, especially in rural communities without access to potable drinking water and adequate sanitation. It is estimated that about 90% of those needing treatment for schistosomiasis live in sub-Saharan Africa, with Nigeria taking the leading in the pack)
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
	There are no keywords. I suggest using: “Schistosoma mansoni;  and the names of the other agents that appeared most frequently in the study”
N/A
	

	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
	5
	

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

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

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
It’s too broad. I suggest that, if you followed the approach used by other researchers, you simply cite their data and omit the detailed methodological description.
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
Assess whether Table 1 provides relevant information for the study.

The results are too long. Consider splitting this lengthy study into two papers (one on helminths and one on bacteria).
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
Assess whether Table 1 provides relevant information for the study
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
Yes, but it's getting too long
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A
There is no conclusion
	

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

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The accepted nomenclature must be used when writing the titles of journals. Ex: J  Parasitol Res. 
They must standardize the way references are cited (all references from journals must include the volume, issue, and page numbers).  
Quotes taken from the internet must include the revision date (revised day/month/year).

	

	15. 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
	





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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	


It's an interesting and necessary piece of work, but I think it's too long given the sheer amount of information it contains
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	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 details)
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Jesús G. Rodríguez Diego, Universidad Autónoma Metropolitana, México
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