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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 paper highlights provides a seasonal comparison of the intestinal parasitic infection dynamics between the rural and urban populations. It shows how climatic variation amplifies the risk and species-specific pattern of the intestinal parasitic infections. These findings provide crucial evidence necessary for designing seasonally and context-specific interventions including integrated WASH programs for control of intestinal parasitic infections.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	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
	The title is clear and directly reflects the scope of this study. It highlights both environmental and epidemiological aspects. It makes it easy for readers to understand the research objectives at a glance.
Rating: 5 (Excellent)
	

	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
	It is comprehensive and well-structured because it clearly outlines the background of the study, objectives, methods, findings and significance of this study.
Rating: 5 (Excellent)
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The keywords: Seasonality,  Epidemiology, Rural health, Urban health, Helminths and Protozoa are appropriate because they capture the scope of this study. They balance specificity with the broader concepts, therefore enhancing their usefulness for retrieval and indexing.
Rating: 5 (Excellent) 
	

	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
	The background information is sufficient and well organized. It clearly highlights the effect of seasonality on transmission of intestinal parasites, establishes the global burden and explains the disparities in the urban and rural health.
Rating: 5 (Excellent)
	

	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
	The research objectives are clearly stated. The four objectives are specific, measurable and aligned with the methodology.
Rating: 5 (Excellent)
	

	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
	The literature review is highly relevant and up to date. It covers the epidemiology, disparities in rural and urban areas, transmission dynamics, risk factors and diagnostic approaches. The gaps in existing literature have been identified, these strengthen the rationale for this study.
Rating: 5 (Excellent)
	

	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
	The study research methodology is appropriate for this study. The prospective cross-sectional study, 12 months, ensured that the climatic variation, dry and rainy seasons, was well captured. The use of laboratory diagnostic techniques, multistage sampling and logistic regression analysis strengthened the reliability and validity of the findings. 
Rating: 5 (Excellent)
	

	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
	Ethical issues were properly addressed. The investigator obtained institutional review board approval, informed consent from the participants (including parental consent for minors) and ensured confidentiality of the participant information. These reflect a strong commitment to ethical research practices.
Rating: 5 (Excellent)
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The results are presented clearly. The data on prevalence is well organized by location, season and parasite species. The tables and figures make trends easy to interpret. Statistical analysis is appropriately applied, including the p-values, confidence intervals and adjusted Odds Ratios, this strengthen the clarity of the findings. The use of graphs to illustrate monthly and seasonal variations enhances readability and comprehension.
Rating: 5 (Excellent)
	

	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
	The tables and figures are clear, relevant and necessary. They clearly illustrate prevalence, seasonal trends and species distribution. This makes the complex data easy to interpret.
Rating: 5 (Excellent)
	

	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
	The discussion section effectively relates findings to the existing literature. The study integrates references to prior work on water quality, sanitation and climatic influences -  this shows how the current findings align with or expand upon established knowledge.
Rating: 5 (Excellent)
	

	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 well supported by the data presented. The study demonstrates higher prevalence in rural areas than urban ares – there are seasonal peaks during the rainy season. The findings also show distinct species distribution patterns between rural and urban settings. They are backed by chi-square test and logistic regression analyses, which strengthen the validity of the conclusions.
Rating: 5 (Excellent)
	

	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
	The manuscript does not provide a dedicated section discussing limitations. Although the study design is strong, potential limitations like reliance on microscopy (less sensitivity), restriction to single geaographic region and exclusion of molecular diagnostic techniques are not acknowledged.
Rating: 2 (Needs Improvement)
	

	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
	The references are relevant and sufficient. The number of references is adequate – demonstrates a well-researched background.
Rating: 5 (Excellent)
	

	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
	The manuscript is written in clear and understandable language. The technical terms are appropriated explained, sentences are concise and the flow of is logical. Minor stylistic refinements could enhance readability further.
Rating: 4 (Good)
	



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, the title is suitable.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
	
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, it is comprehensive.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

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

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the references are sufficient and recent
	

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

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

	No, there are no ethical issues in this manuscript.
	


Reviewer details:
Michael Kala Oyoya, Masinde Muliro University of Science and Technology, Kenya

[bookmark: _GoBack]

Page 2 of 2
V240326


