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	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 manuscript addresses a relevant public health issue, especially for rural communities that depend on untreated or poorly protected water sources. Local data on parasitic contamination of drinking water are useful for environmental health planning and community-level interventions. The topic is important and potentially valuable for the region. However, the manuscript needs substantial revision before its findings can be considered reliable enough for publication.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally suitable, but it should be corrected for spelling and slightly tightened. “Kano Sate” should be changed to “Kano State.” A better title would be: Parasitic Contamination of Drinking Water Sources in Kura Local Government Area, Kano 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 covers the basic sections, but it is not fully reliable in its current form because some numerical results are inconsistent with the tables in the manuscript. The authors should revise the abstract after correcting the data in the main text. It would also help to briefly state the study period, total sample size more clearly, and the main methodological approach. The conclusion in the abstract should be moderated until the data inconsistencies are resolved.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	There are important internal inconsistencies that must be corrected. For example, the text says Ascaris had 5 occurrences, but Table 2 and Table 3 show 4. Also, the text states that turbidity was 0 NTU in all samples, while Table 1 reports values of 1, 3, 0, and 2 NTU. In addition, the conclusion states that all sampled sources except borehole were contaminated, but Table 3 shows one parasite occurrence in borehole water. The methods section also needs more detail on sampling design, site selection, quality control, and statistical analysis. For these reasons, the scientific presentation is currently weak and needs major revision.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are partly relevant, but they are not fully sufficient for a scientific paper of this type. Several citations are old, some are quite general, and a few are not closely aligned with parasitic contamination of drinking water. The authors should add more recent peer-reviewed studies on protozoan and helminth contamination of drinking water sources, especially from Nigeria, West Africa, or comparable low-resource settings. The WHO references should also be cited more carefully and consistently.
	

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


	Not yet. The manuscript has frequent grammatical errors, awkward phrasing, subject-verb agreement problems, and several unclear sentences. It requires careful English editing before it can be considered suitable for scholarly publication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The topic is relevant, but the manuscript needs major revision. The authors should first reconcile all numerical inconsistencies across the abstract, results, tables, and conclusion. They should also improve the methods section, correct language issues throughout, and strengthen the discussion with more critical comparison to previous studies. 
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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