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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 addresses a persistent and major public health challenge—malaria in pregnant women—within a region of Nigeria where the disease burden is high. It provides recent data, collected in a clinical setting, highlighting the critical gap between high awareness of malaria prevention measures and low adherence to IPTp-SP guidelines. The identification of specific misconceptions (for instance, the perception of SP as a curative rather than a preventive treatment, or non-compliance with dosing intervals) offers concrete avenues for targeted health education. Furthermore, the finding that only 24% of patients received SP under Directly Observed Therapy (DOT) reveals a major systemic failure within the healthcare system, thereby rendering this study invaluable to policymakers and program managers seeking to improve maternal and child health indicators.
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes. It accurately reflects the study's scope, population, and location.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, but minor improvement is needed. The Methods should briefly state that statistical significance was set at p<0.05, but no inferential statistics are reported in the results. The Conclusion could be more specific (e.g., mention the 24% DOT rate).
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Largely yes, but with a critical flaw. The Methods state significance was set at p<0.05, yet the Results present only descriptive statistics (frequencies/percentages). No inferential tests (e.g., chi-square, logistic regression) are performed to assess associations between KAP and IPTp-SP uptake. The study therefore remains descriptive, not analytical as implied.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes. The references are relevant, well-cited, and include recent work (2024, 2025, 2026) alongside foundational papers.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	No. Ethical approval from two bodies, oral informed consent, anonymization, and secure data storage are properly documented.
	








PART 3

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
This is a well-written and relevant manuscript on an important topic. Its major strength is the clear identification of specific knowledge gaps (e.g., 61.2% citing stress as cause of malaria, 42.8% believing SP is a treatment) and practice failures (only 24% DOT). However, the manuscript has a critical methodological inconsistency that must be addressed before acceptance:
Mismatch between Methods and Results: The Methods section (Data analysis) states: "Statistical significance was determined at p<0.05." This implies inferential statistics (comparing groups, testing associations). However, the Results section presents only descriptive statistics (frequencies, percentages, Likert groupings). No p-values, chi-square tests, or regression models are reported. The authors must either:
Option A (Preferred): Add a new results section performing inferential analysis (e.g., association between education level and knowledge of SP dosing, or between DOT and number of SP doses received).
Option B: Remove all mentions of p-values and statistical significance from the Methods and state clearly that only descriptive analysis was performed. This would downgrade the study but make it internally consistent.
Missing Limitations Section: The manuscript lacks a dedicated "Limitations" subsection. The authors should add a brief paragraph acknowledging:
The cross-sectional design prevents causality.
Findings from three secondary-level hospitals may not be generalizable to primary health centers or rural areas.
Social desirability bias in interviewer-administered questionnaires.
The lack of inferential statistics (if Option B is chosen).
Recommendation: Major Revision The core data and findings are valuable and publishable, but the authors must resolve the statistical inconsistency and add a limitations section.
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