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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 covers a critical area in global health by applying two deep learning models – Mask-R CNN and YOLOv8 for Automated Detection and Classification of Malaria Parasite in Microscopy Images. This automation can simply the reduce the workload, reduce human error and increase detection accuracy in low resource settings. There is a growing interest in medical image analysis, and this study would be of interest to researchers in medical imaging, artificial intelligence and diagnostic methodologies for global health initiatives. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	Yes, the article title is suitable. It could be made more concise and academic.
Suggestion - “Comparative analysis of Mask-R CNN and YOLOv8 models for Automated Detection and Classification of Malaria Parasite in Microscopy Images” 
	

	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 well structured and concise, but it could be strengthened by including the quantitative results like the accuracy and F1 score to show the performance difference between both the models.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct, and the models used are appropriate for the stated objective of the study. However, certain areas need clarification:
1. Elaborating on the composition of the data and augmentation techniques with proper references would be beneficial. Including these will help in reproducibility of the study.
2. Fig 10-13: It is unclear which figure corresponds to YOLOv8 or which to Mask R CNN model. Please label each figure such as A. Mask R CNN and B. YOLOv8. This will make visual images far clearer and interpretable.
3. The discussion section could include and elaborate on why one model performed better than the other model and its implications on practical use.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references could be expanded to include more recent literature from 2022-2025 on image applications and malaria parasite classification.
Suggestions:
1. Prasaja, B. I., Ramadhani, F., & Abdulhamid, K. A. (2025). Advancements in diagnostic approaches for malaria and dengue fever cases in Indonesia and Nigeria. Environmental and Materials, 3(1), 66-79.
2. Grignaffini, F., Simeoni, P., Alisi, A., & Frezza, F. (2024). Computer-aided diagnosis systems for automatic malaria parasite detection and classification: a systematic review. Electronics, 13(16), 3174.
3. Khan, N., Das, A., Verma, K. G., & Verma, P. (2025). Enhancing deep learning for parasite detection: An integrated review of data augmentation methods for fluorescence microscopy images. age, 5, 6.
	

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

	The article is understandable. The transition between methods and results can be made smoother. Few sentences can be restructured for academic tone.
	

	Optional/General comments

	This manuscript provides a meaningful comparison between both the deep learning models for parasite classification.
Suggestions:
1. Improve the figure clarity and labelling.
2. Add a table summarize accuracy for both models for visual comparison.
3. Add a short note on computational resource requirements for use in real-world low-resource settings.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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

No
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