Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Journal of Advances in Microbiology 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_JAMB_153386

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Optimization of Antigen Concentrations to Improve the Signal-to-Noise Ratio of ELISA Tests for the Detection of Anti-Plasmodium falciparum Antibodies

	Type of the Article
	Original article


	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment
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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.


	Reducing the noise in ELISA test is an important step for identification of person infected with any disease. Malaria is a notifiable disease especially in endemic areas. So this study is important as it increase the reproducibility and inter-laboratory results. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title can be modified as “Optimization of Plasmodium falciparum antigen coating concentrations to improve Signal-to-Noise Ratio in Indirect ELISA for Anti-plasmodium falciparum antibodies”.
	

	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 of the article is comprehensive to certain extent.
The additional points which can be added are:

1. Number of samples tested. 

2. Statistics used.

3. How was the optimal concentration found out.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the manuscript is OK but needs some modifications.
· In results section, briefing about the different antigens is done, which I feel is not adequate for results section.

· In the table, values are written as 1,5 instead of 1.5.

· What was the OD ratio obtained for positives and negatives.

· How did you find out the negative controls. 

· Statistics need to be improved like addition of ROC curve analysis, calculation of sensitivity/ specificity or OD ratio.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Reference 12 and 13 are same. 
References are not uniformly formatted.


	

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


	· Minor grammatical inconsistencies.

· Occasional repetition.

· Some typographical inconsistencies (µg/ml vs µg/mL; spacing errors).

· French-English formatting inconsistencies (e.g., commas in decimals: 0,5 instead of 0.5).

· Some overly long sentences in the Discussion and Conclusion.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Clarify whether ELISA was done in round-bottom or flat-bottom plates.
Please add the limitations of the study.

Improve the figure clarity by labelling the axes units.
	


	PART  2: 



	
	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 ethical issues in this manuscript.
	


Reviewer details:

Prakash R, MVJ Medical College & Research Hospital, India
Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)

