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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.


	This study provides important real-world data on the performance of HRP2-based malaria RDTs compared to microscopy in an endemic region, supporting evidence-based diagnostic policies. Its findings are valuable for improving malaria control strategies and guiding resource allocation in similar settings.
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	Topic is clear but slightly long and wordy. You could make it more concise while keeping all key details.
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	The abstract is clear and well-structured, summarizing the objectives, methods, results, and conclusion. However, it could be improved by explicitly stating the study design (e.g., cross-sectional diagnostic accuracy study) and by slightly condensing repetitive details. Including a brief note on key limitations or the public health relevance of the findings would strengthen it further. Overall, it effectively communicates the study’s importance but could be made more concise and impactful.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound with an appropriate study design, clear methodology, and correctly applied statistical analyses. Minor clarifications and formatting improvements are suggested but do not affect the validity of the findings.
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	he references are generally sufficient and include several recent and relevant sources. However, a few entries need consistent formatting, and adding more recent WHO malaria reports or recent studies on pfhrp2/3 gene deletions (2022–2024) could strengthen the discussion. Including literature on field evaluations of RDTs in other African regions would also provide broader context.
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