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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.


	This study tackles a practical gap in malaria diagnosis in Nigeria by comparing how HRP2-based rapid tests perform against routine microscopy in real settings. The work matters: Nigeria carries a heavy malaria burden, and many clinics rely on RDTs because they’re fast and accessible. By providing locally validated diagnostic accuracy measures, the study can inform procurement, policy, and day-to-day patient care. It also highlights why continued surveillance is needed, especially with the potential impact of emerging pfhrp2/3 deletions on test reliability.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is clear and reflects the study. No need to replace.
	

	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.


	Yes, the abstract is well. However, the false negative rates need to be explicitly stated in the results for clarity. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	     Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound, its methodology is sound, the sample size is adequate, and the results are robust.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are sufficient and up-to-date.  However, there were some errors noted. These are summarized below:
1. Line 367-368: World Health Organization (2024) — URL is malformed: https://www-who-int/teams/global-mal-aria-programme/reports/world-malaria-report-2024.

Use the proper WHO domain and path. 

2. Line 369-370: World Health Organization (2025) — Title says World malaria report 2024 but year is 2025, and the URL is malformed: https://www.who.int.teams/.../world-malria-report-2024 (dot instead of slash; “malria” misspelled).

Either (a) you keep the 2024 report (same as above) and remove this duplicate, or (b) if you intended a 2025 edition, update both title/year and use the correct URL once available. 

3. Lines 438-440: Ali, P.O., Okebe, J., & Oduwole, O.A. (2022) — Typo “raoid” → “rapid”; DOI string is broken/incomplete: 10.https://doi.org./10.1186/s42.

Correct to “rapid” and supply the full, valid DOI (and remove the extra dot after “doi.org”). Also format article number properly (journal lists it as 97:10 rather than “97, 10”). 

4. Lines 392-393: Ajakaye, O.G., & Ibukunoluwa, M.R. (2020) — Journal title given as Journal of Parasite Diseases; the standard title is Journal of Parasitic Diseases.

Replace “Parasite” with “Parasitic”. 

5. Lines 428-431: Osun, O.G., et al. (2024) — cited as Journal of Medical Science, Cureus; Cureus should be listed simply as Cureus.

Use: Cureus, 16(11): e73739. doi:10.7759/cureus.73739. 
Add the full citation, or remove the in-text mention. 

6. Lines 24, 41, 48, 296-297, and 382-384: Author/year inconsistency: In text you cite “Ajakaye et al., 2024” but the reference list has Ajakaye (2024) as a single-author paper.

Make the in-text and reference entries consistent (either change text to “Ajakaye, 2024” or update the reference with full multi-author details if applicable).
	

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


	Yes, the language is clear and scholarly. Minor issues were noted in the references and recommendations made accordingly.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Tables should be formatted more clearly, include a short note on microscopy quality control, add a limitations paragraph explicitly in the discussion.
The manuscript is scientifically strong and relevant, requiring only minor adjustments in references, clarity, and formatting.
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