Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	International Journal of TROPICAL DISEASE & Health

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_IJTDH_129289

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Factors Associated with Household Sanitation and Feacal Sludge Management (FSM) in Rural Communities of Ikwerre Local Government Area of Rivers State, Nigeria

	Type of the Article
	


General guidelines for the Peer Review process: 

This journal’s peer review policy states that NO manuscript should be rejected only on the basis of ‘lack of Novelty’, provided the manuscript is scientifically robust and technically sound.

To know the complete guidelines for the Peer Review process, reviewers are requested to visit this link:

https://r1.reviewerhub.org/general-editorial-policy/
Important Policies Regarding Peer Review

Peer review Comments Approval Policy: https://r1.reviewerhub.org/peer-review-comments-approval-policy/  

Benefits for Reviewers: https://r1.reviewerhub.org/benefits-for-reviewers 
	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment
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	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.


	Considering issues around climate change and water scarcity, research involving sanitation/faecal sludge management is very important, particularly in impoverished communities. The contribution of this work to the scientific community is quite significant. Table 4 is incorrectly referred to as Table 3 in-text, perhaps the authors need to correct this. In page 16, table 5 does not have a caption although this is clearly shown in the preceding paragraph.
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	The tittle of the article is suitable and clearly  describes the work presented by the article.
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	The abstract of this article is quite comprehensive and gives a clear synopsis of the work. A such I do not have any additions or deletions to it. Since faecal sludge management has already been abbreviated, maybe the authors should use the abbreviation throughout the article. Associated in the second second sentence of the abstract should be formatted correctly.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The article is scientifically accurate considering the rigour in the methodology that was applied by the authors.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient and recent.
	

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


	The use of language in this article is suitable for scholarly communication.
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	The article is well written in my opinion and will make an immerse contribution to the scientific community particularly  on the research about faecal sludge management.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

There are no ethical issues identified in the article as clearly indicated by the authors. The only thing missing is a reference number indicating that they actually obtained ethical clearance.
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