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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 highly significant to the scientific community as it provides an integrated assessment of microbial, parasitic, and physicochemical factors influencing contamination in wastewater-irrigated food systems. By combining microbiological analysis with advanced statistical approaches such as correlation, regression, and pathway modeling, the study offers deeper insight into both direct and indirect transmission routes of pathogens. These findings contribute to closing existing knowledge gaps by linking environmental contamination sources to food safety outcomes within a unified framework. Furthermore, the study has important implications for public health policy, environmental management, and sustainable agriculture, particularly in regions where wastewater reuse is increasingly practiced.
	







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
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The title is clear, specific, and accurately reflects the scope and focus of the study. It effectively communicates the key elements environmental contamination, transmission pathways, and wastewater-irrigated food systems making it informative and suitable for a scientific audience.

	

	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
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The abstract is comprehensive and well-structured, clearly summarizing the study’s background, objectives, methodology, key findings, and implications. It effectively presents quantitative results and highlights the significance of the findings for public health and food safety.

	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
The keywords are relevant and reflect the main themes of the study, including wastewater, food safety, microbial contamination, parasites, and irrigation. However, they could be slightly improved by adding more specific terms such as “transmission pathways or wastewater irrigation to enhance discoverability in scientific databases.

	

	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
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The background information is comprehensive, logically structured, and well-supported with relevant literature. It clearly establishes the context of wastewater reuse, associated microbial and parasitic risks, and the importance of understanding contamination pathways, effectively leading to the study objective.

	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The research objectives are clearly stated and aligned with the overall aim of the study. However, the manuscript would be strengthened by explicitly presenting testable hypotheses to complement the objectives and further clarify the expected relationships among variables.

	

	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
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The literature review is relevant, comprehensive, and up to date, incorporating recent studies alongside foundational references. It effectively supports the study’s context, highlights current knowledge, and identifies gaps that justify the research.

	

	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
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The research methodology is appropriate and well-aligned with the study objectives. The use of a cross-sectional design, combined with microbiological, parasitological, and physicochemical analyses, provides a comprehensive approach to assessing contamination. Additionally, the inclusion of robust statistical methods (ANOVA, correlation, regression, and pathway analysis) strengthens the reliability and validity of the findings.

	

	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
	rating: 5 = Excellent
Ethical considerations were appropriately addressed. Permission was obtained from farm owners prior to sample collection, and the study clearly stated that it did not involve human or animal subjects, making formal ethical approval not required. The procedures adhered to relevant environmental health and research ethics guidelines.

	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The results are presented clearly and logically, with well-organized tables, appropriate statistical indicators, and clear descriptions of microbial, parasitic, and physicochemical findings. The use of superscripts, significance values, and correlation/regression data effectively supports interpretation.

	

	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
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The tables are well-structured, clearly labeled, and present relevant data that directly support the study’s findings. All tables included are necessary, and they effectively summarize complex microbiological, parasitological, and physicochemical results.
	

	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
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The discussion thoroughly relates the study’s findings to existing literature, highlighting consistencies and providing context for observed trends. Relevant studies are cited to support interpretations, demonstrating strong engagement with current research
	

	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
	The conclusions are directly supported by the presented data, statistical analyses, and observed trends. They accurately reflect the study’s results and emphasize the implications for public health, food safety, and wastewater management.
	

	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
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory
The manuscript does not explicitly discuss the study’s limitations. Including potential constraints, such as sample size, geographic scope, seasonal variation, or the inability to assess long-term contamination trends, would strengthen transparency and scientific rigor.
	

	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
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The references are relevant, recent, and sufficient to support the study’s context, methodology, and discussion. They provide a strong foundation and demonstrate engagement with current literature in microbial contamination, wastewater reuse, and food safety.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The manuscript is generally clear and understandable, with appropriate scientific terminology. Minor improvements in sentence conciseness, avoidance of repetition, and consistent formatting would enhance readability and flow
	






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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
This manuscript provides a comprehensive and well-structured investigation into the environmental contamination and transmission pathways of microbial and parasitic pathogens in wastewater-irrigated food systems. The study is timely and relevant, addressing a significant public health concern, particularly in regions where wastewater reuse in agriculture is common. The objectives are clear, the methodology is robust, and the results are thoroughly analyzed using appropriate statistical approaches, including correlation, regression, and pathway analysis. Tables and figures are clear, relevant, and effectively support the findings.
The discussion is well-linked to existing literature, and the conclusions are supported by the data. The references are current and appropriate, and the language is generally clear, making the manuscript accessible to the scientific community. However, the manuscript would benefit from explicitly stating its limitations and providing minor improvements in sentence conciseness and formatting to enhance readability. Overall, this study makes a valuable contribution to understanding contamination risks in wastewater-irrigated agriculture and has important implications for public health and food safety interventions.
Recommendation: Accept with minor revisions.

The manuscript is strong, well-structured, and scientifically sound, with clear objectives, appropriate methodology, and robust data analysis. Minor revisions are recommended to explicitly discuss study limitations and improve sentence conciseness and formatting for enhanced readability. Once these adjustments are made, the manuscript will be suitable for publication.
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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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