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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.

	The manuscript provides a timely and highly critical synthesis that bridges the gap between laboratory-based pathophysiological mechanisms, clinical epidemiological outcomes, and programmatic control interventions for human intestinal parasites. The study  structure the narrative around two biologically distinct groups: macroscopic, non-replicating intestinal and replicating, unicellular enteric protozoa.
	




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

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

	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
	4
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	 5
	

	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.
	The abstract could be made even more precise by explicitly stating in the second sentence that the review focuses specifically on nematodes and enteric protozoa rather than all intestinal parasites broadly
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

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

Ideal for publication, after minor corrections are effected.

1. Throughout the manuscript, the genus and species names of all parasites must be italicized according to standard taxonomic conventions. In the Abstract, the phrase "invasive amoebic and strongyloidal disease" is used. 
2. While understandable, "invasive amoebiasis and strongyloidiasis" (or "Strongyloides infection") is more conventional and precise clinical terminology. 
3. There is a logical error in the layout of the Introduction's subsections. In Section 1, the block titled "Disagreement about clinical consequence has been unusually persistent" is numbered as a major heading "1."and appears before "1.1 Scope, Research Gap and Objectives". This section should be renumbered as "1.2 Disagreement..." and moved after Section 1.1 to preserve a standard, hierarchically nested structure. 
4. The abstract should be tweaked in its second sentence (e.g., "This review examines how soil-transmitted nematodes and enteric protozoa injure...") to establish this boundary immediately for readers.
5. Environmental Enteric Dysfunction (EED) is a major theme throughout the pathophysiological and clinical analyses, but the acronym is introduced without a clear, concise definition. Adding a single, functional sentence defining EED in the Introduction would improve the flow for non-specialist readers.
6. The authors should insert a brief sentence acknowledging that while qPCR is highly sensitive, its immediate programmatic use is restricted by cost and lab infrastructure constraints in high-burden, low-resource settings. This frames the transition to molecular thresholds as a progressive, long-term global health goal.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

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

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

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

	Yes it is
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