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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	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 addresses a critical gap in public health by examining malaria prevalence among prison inmates, an often-overlooked and vulnerable population in disease surveillance. The findings underscore how environmental and systemic factors such as overcrowding and poor sanitation contribute to disease transmission in correctional facilities. While the study provides actionable recommendations like the use of insecticide-treated nets and health education programs, the limited sample size, particularly for female inmates, and regional focus may limit broader applicability. Nonetheless, the study offers valuable insights that can inform inclusive public health policies and targeted malaria control strategies in marginalized settings.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is clear, informative, and specific to the study’s population and geographic scope. However, a minor grammatical revision is suggested to improve the grammatical flow:
Suggested title: "Prevalence of Malaria Infection among Inmates in Makurdi and Gboko Prisons, Benue State, Nigeria"
Replace “of” with “in” 
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract is generally comprehensive and clearly outlines the study’s objective, methodology, key findings, and recommendations. However, improvements are needed to enhance clarity, rigor, and academic tone. 

1. Replace colloquial phrases like “the forgotten ones” with neutral terms such as “an underserved population” 

2. Correct grammatical errors 

a. Change “Blood samples of 144 inmates…, was screened for malaria” to “were screened”

b. Change “The used of insecticides treated nets” to “The use of insecticide-treated nets”
c. Change “inmates with short period of stay were infected most” to “inmates with shorter periods of stay had the highest infection rates”).
3. Methodological clarity would benefit from specifying how diagnostic tools were applied (e.g., “mRDTs for rapid screening, supplemented by microscopy for confirmation”). 
4. Statistical ambiguities should be resolved
a. Instead of stating “p>0.05” it would be clearer to report the specific p-values for transparency and better interpretation.

5. Acknowledge the gender imbalance by adding a caveat such as: “Interpretation of gender differences should be approached with caution due to the small female sample size (n=10).”
6. Strengthen context by explaining prison-specific risks (e.g., “overcrowding, poor sanitation”)
7. Expand recommendations with actionable measures such as “regular fumigation and routine malaria screening for new inmates”. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript demonstrates scientific rigor in its methodology, particularly with the use of both microscopy and rapid diagnostic tests (RDTs), which is commendable. 
However, the discrepancies between these two methods are not adequately addressed. 

· The authors should discuss how any conflicting results (if any) between the methods were resolved, as this is critical for understanding the robustness of the findings.
· The sample size chosen needs to be justified by making it clear how they arrived at selecting it.
· Another concern is the small sample size for females (n=10), which is insufficient to draw meaningful gender comparisons. This limitation should be explicitly acknowledged in the manuscript to provide clarity.

In terms of statistical analysis
· While the use of Chi-square tests is mentioned in the methods, the p-values in Tables 1–4 are missing, which is essential for supporting claims of statistical significance. 
· The manuscript should include exact p-values (e.g., gender: p<0.05) to substantiate the significance of the results. 
· Furthermore, the statement regarding "no statistical relationship" between age, occupation, and duration is unclear. To improve clarity, the authors should provide the statistical test results, such as the χ² values, in the tables to enhance transparency and rigor in the analysis.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references provide adequate historical context with key studies like WHO reports and Cheesbrough (2002), but there is a lack of recent references, with only two post-2018 citations. To improve relevance, the manuscript should include updates on malaria epidemiology, such as the WHO 2023 report. 

In addition, including recent studies on prison health would also strengthen the references.
	

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


	The language and English quality of the article are generally suitable for scholarly communication, but some areas need improvement.
· In paragraph 1 of the introduction, "helminthes" should be corrected to "helminths."

· In the last paragraph of the introduction, the sentence should be revised to: "This present study was conducted to assess the prevalence of malaria infection and the contribution of active case finding for the malaria elimination program."

· In paragraph 2, the phrase “…of an infected female Anopheles mosquito, (WHO, 2002)” should have the comma before the citation removed.

· In paragraph 4, "Artemether" has been misspelled as "Artemeter."

· In section 2.5, "venipuncture" has been misspelled as "venapuncture."

· In section 2.6, "Giemsa’s stained blood" should be corrected to "Giemsa’s-stained blood."

· In the Discussion (paragraph 4), the phrase “…Congo respectively that Malaria infection are inversely” should be corrected to “…Congo, respectively, that malaria infection is inversely." Additionally, change “Thus some inmates…” to “Thus, some inmates…”

· Some sentences, such as those in section 2.4 (Ethical Consideration), could be rephrased to improve readability.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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