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	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.


	The authors present an interesting study. This study addresses a critical public health concern by exploring the genetic variability of sulfadoxine-pyrimethamine (SP)-resistant Plasmodium species among pregnant women in Nasarawa-South Senatorial Zone, Nigeria. Malaria in pregnancy remains a major contributor to maternal and neonatal morbidity and mortality, and SP is a cornerstone of intermittent preventive treatment in pregnancy (IPTp) across sub-Saharan Africa.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes
	

	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 was not comprehensive. 

· The background information was not addressed under this abstract.

· “study design “ should be included under method part
· “.…Place and Duration of Study: Department of Microbiology, Nasarawa State University, Keffi between October 2024 and July 2025”  is the place indicate study area? If yes, the university was not study write correctly again and “duration of study” was not clear it is 10 month. If it study period rewrite the period correctly

· Better to remove this statement from result “The Plasmodium falciparum (P. falciparum) and Plasmodium ovale (P. ovale) were found to be prevalent among the pregnant women of which P. falciparum (33/45; 15.8%) was found to be more prevalent than Plasmodium ovale (12/45; 26.7%)….” becouse it was not the objective of this study. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, but, it needs modification to considered further for publication.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	No, references were not sufficient. Only 9 references  used for this study which was very small below the standard. The reason may be the introduction and discussion part was not written well.
	

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


	Yes
	

	Optional/General comments


	Introduction:

· the introduction part was not sufficient. The problem was not clearly defined, justification  of the study done not addressed. Rewrite again with sufficient background of study.
Methods and materials:

· Include study area and study population
· “.….template. Species-specific primer sets were used in separate reactions for P. falciparum (rFAL1: 5′-TTTTGAGAGGTTTTGTTACTTTGAGTAA-3′ / rFAL2: 5′-TATTCCATGCTGTAGTATTCAAACAAAA-3′), P. ovale (rOVA1: 5′-TTTTGAAGAATACATTAGGATACAATTAATG-3′ / rOVA2: 5′-CATCGTTCCTCTAAGAAGCTTTACCCT-3′), P. vivax (rVIV1: 5′-ACGCTTCTAGCTTAATCCACATAACT-3′ / rVIV2: 5′-ATTTACTCAAAGTAACAAGGACTTCCAAGC-3′), and P. malariae (rMAL1: 5′-ATAACATAGTTGTACGTTAAGAATAACCGC-3′ / rMAL2: 5′-……” this write up was not clear rewrite clearly and separately. 
“.…(http://blast.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/) for initial confirmation.

· To identify polymorphisms associated with drug resistance, the sequences were aligned with reference strains using the MAFFT algorithm via the CLUSTAL Omega web server (https://www.ebi.ac.uk/Tools/msa/clustalo/)……” to put link for citation was not recommended cite to standard as journal citation style. 
Results:

· Results and discussion should be separately written 
· Better if change Figure 1 and figure 2 to frequency table 
· On figure 1  P.vivax and p. malarie should be removed  because  it is zero value no meaning.
Discussion:  

· This part should be rewritten separately by comparing with other study and putting the justification for difference clearly in line with the study objectives. 
· Strength and limitations of the study should be added at the end of discussion or separately. 
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