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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.
	This manuscript is important to the scientific community because it provides localized epidemiological data on schistosomiasis in a region where baseline information is limited, thereby contributing to a better understanding of disease distribution and transmission dynamics. By identifying prevalence rates and examining behavioral risk factors such as water contact, the study offers practical insights that can inform targeted public health interventions and control strategies. Furthermore, the findings highlight the impact of improved water access and awareness on reducing infection levels, reinforcing the value of integrated disease management approaches. Overall, the study adds to existing knowledge on schistosomiasis control in endemic settings and supports evidence-based decision-making for disease prevention and elimination efforts
	













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
	4 = Good. The title is clear, specific, and reflects the study’s focus on prevalence and risk factors in a defined location.
	

	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 = Good. The abstract clearly summarizes the objective, methods, key findings, and conclusions. However, it could be improved by tightening the language and briefly emphasizing the broader significance or implications of the findings.

	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory. The keywords are relevant to the study topic, but they are somewhat limited and lack specificity. Including more standardized and searchable terms, such as “urinary schistosomiasis,” “Schistosoma haematobium,” “epidemiology,” or “Nigeria,” would improve their usefulness and visibility.

	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory. The background provides sufficient general information on schistosomiasis and its public health relevance, but it is somewhat lengthy and lacks clear organization and focus. Streamlining the content and strengthening the link to the specific research gap in the study area would improve clarity and impact.

	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory. The study aim is implied, but the research objectives are not explicitly and clearly stated in a distinct section, and no formal hypotheses are presented. Stating clear, concise objectives would improve focus and readability.

	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory. The literature cited is relevant and provides useful context, but many references are outdated, with limited inclusion of recent studies. Incorporating more current research would strengthen the scientific relevance and credibility of the review.

	

	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 = Good. The methodology is appropriate for assessing prevalence and associated risk factors, using standard parasitological techniques and basic statistical analysis. However, the relatively small sample size and limited analytical depth reduce the overall robustness of the study.

	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory. Ethical considerations are mentioned, including permission from school authorities and participant orientation, but there is no clear indication of formal ethical approval or documented consent procedures, which should be explicitly stated.

	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory. The results are generally understandable and supported by tables, but there are formatting inconsistencies, minor errors, and some lack of clarity in presentation. Improving table structure, labeling, and numerical consistency would enhance clarity.

	

	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 = Satisfactory. The tables are relevant and support the results, but there are formatting issues, inconsistencies, and some errors that affect clarity. Improving table structure, labeling, and presentation would make them clearer and more effective.

	

	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
	4 = Good. The discussion adequately relates the findings to existing literature by comparing prevalence rates and observed patterns with previous studies. However, deeper critical analysis and stronger integration of recent studies would further strengthen the discussion.

	

	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
	4 = Good. The conclusions are generally consistent with the data presented and appropriately reflect the observed low prevalence and identified risk patterns. However, some statements could be more cautious to avoid overgeneralization beyond the study’s limited sample size.

	

	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
	2 = Needs Improvement. The manuscript does not clearly and explicitly discuss its limitations, such as the small sample size, restricted study area, and limited statistical power. Including a dedicated limitations section would strengthen transparency and interpretation of the findings.

	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory. The references are relevant and fairly sufficient in number, but many are outdated and there is limited inclusion of recent literature. Updating the reference list with more current studies would improve the manuscript’s relevance and strength.

	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory. The manuscript is generally understandable, but there are noticeable grammatical errors, awkward phrasing, and inconsistencies that affect clarity. Careful language editing would significantly improve readability and flow.

	





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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	

The manuscript addresses an important public health issue and provides useful localized data on schistosomiasis prevalence and associated risk factors. However, it requires substantial revision before it can be considered for publication. Key concerns include lack of clearly stated objectives, limited discussion of study limitations, outdated references, and language issues that affect clarity. Additionally, methodological details such as ethical approval and sample size justification need to be strengthened. I recommend major revision to improve scientific rigor, clarity, and overall presentation before reconsideration.
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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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