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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 makes an important contribution to the scientific community by providing empirical evidence on how health system strengthening interventions can improve knowledge related to malaria prevention during pregnancy, particularly the use of IPTp-SP. By employing a quasi-experimental design, the study offers robust insights into the causal relationship between structured antenatal care education and improved maternal health knowledge, addressing a critical gap between service availability and effective utilization. The findings are especially relevant for low- and middle-income countries, where malaria in pregnancy remains a leading cause of maternal and neonatal morbidity and mortality.
	





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
	Rating: 5 = Excellent 
The title is clear, specific, and accurately reflects the key components of the study, including the intervention (health system strengthening), the outcome (uptake of IPTp-SP), the setting (antenatal care), and the study design (quasi-experimental). It effectively conveys the scope and relevance of the research to readers.


	

	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
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The abstract is comprehensive and well-structured, clearly presenting the background, methods, results, and conclusion. It succinctly summarizes the study design, intervention components, key findings, and the overall significance of the research, allowing readers to quickly understand the purpose and outcomes of the study.

	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
The keywords are appropriate and relevant to the study’s main themes, including malaria in pregnancy, IPTp-SP, antenatal care, and health system strengthening. They effectively capture the core concepts and improve the discoverability of the article. However, they could be further strengthened by including more specific terms such as “Nigeria” or “quasi-experimental study” to enhance indexing and retrieval in databases.

	

	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
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The background section is sufficient, well-structured, and logically organized. It clearly outlines the global and national burden of malaria in pregnancy, narrows down to the specific context of Nigeria and Osun State, and effectively highlights the gap between ANC attendance and IPTp-SP uptake. The progression from general context to specific research problem is coherent, and the rationale for the study is well justified.

	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The research objective is clearly stated and aligns well with the study design and outcomes, particularly in assessing the effect of health system strengthening on IPTp-SP uptake during antenatal care. However, the manuscript does not explicitly state a formal hypothesis. Including a clearly defined hypothesis (e.g., expected improvement in knowledge or uptake in the intervention group) would further strengthen the scientific rigor and clarity.

	

	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
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The literature review is relevant, comprehensive, and up to date. It incorporates recent global and regional data, including current estimates of malaria burden and contemporary studies on IPTp-SP uptake and antenatal care practices. The cited evidence effectively supports the study rationale, highlights existing gaps, and situates the research within current scientific discourse.

	

	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
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The research methodology is appropriate and well-aligned with the study objectives. The use of a non-equivalent control-group quasi-experimental design is suitable for evaluating the effect of a health system strengthening intervention in a real-world setting where randomization may not be feasible. The inclusion of baseline and endline assessments, clearly defined intervention components, and comparative analysis between intervention and control groups strengthens the validity of the findings. Overall, the methodological approach is robust and adequately addresses the research question.

	

	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
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
Ethical issues were appropriately and clearly addressed. The study obtained ethical approval from relevant review committees, and informed consent was secured from participants. Measures to ensure confidentiality and data security were also described, demonstrating adherence to standard ethical guidelines for research involving human subjects.

	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The results are presented clearly and in a logical sequence, with appropriate use of tables to summarize key findings. The distinction between baseline and endline data, as well as between intervention and control groups, is well articulated, making it easy to follow the observed changes. The presentation effectively highlights the impact of the intervention while maintaining clarity and consistency throughout.

	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The tables are clear, relevant, and appropriately support the presentation of results. They effectively summarize key findings and allow for easy comparison between baseline and endline data as well as intervention and control groups. However, minor improvements could be made in formatting and labeling (e.g., simplifying some table structures or ensuring consistency in headings) to enhance readability. Additionally, the manuscript relies heavily on tables, and the inclusion of a figure or visual summary could further improve data presentation.

	

	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
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The discussion effectively relates the study findings to existing literature. It compares results with previous studies, highlights consistencies and differences, and situates the findings within the broader body of evidence on malaria in pregnancy and IPTp-SP uptake. The integration of relevant references strengthens the interpretation and demonstrates a strong engagement with current research.

	

	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
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The conclusions are well supported by the data presented. The improvements in knowledge and related outcomes in the intervention group are clearly reflected in the results, and the conclusions appropriately align with these findings without overstating the impact. The interpretation remains consistent with the study design and acknowledges the scope of the evidence.

	

	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
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The study clearly discusses its limitations, including the quasi-experimental design without randomization, potential self-reporting biases, limited generalizability, and the short follow-up period. These are appropriately acknowledged and demonstrate transparency, helping readers interpret the findings within the correct context.

	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The references are generally relevant, current, and sufficient in number to support the study’s background, rationale, and discussion. They include a mix of global reports and recent peer-reviewed studies, which strengthens the scientific context. However, there are minor issues such as some duplicate entries and slight inconsistencies in formatting, which should be corrected to improve overall quality and adherence to referencing standards.

	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The manuscript is generally written in clear and understandable language, with a logical flow and appropriate use of scientific terminology. The arguments and findings are easy to follow. However, there are minor grammatical issues, occasional repetition, and a few long or complex sentences that could be simplified to improve readability and clarity.

	





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.
	Title Suitability: YES
The title is suitable, clear, and accurately reflects the study’s focus, design, and context.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Abstract Comprehensiveness: YES
The abstract is comprehensive and effectively summarizes the key elements of the study, including background, methods, results, and conclusion.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
The manuscript is scientifically sound. The study design, methodology, data analysis, and interpretation of results are appropriate and consistent with established research standards. The conclusions are supported by the data, and the discussion is well grounded in existing literature.

	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
The references are generally sufficient in number and include recent and relevant sources that support the study’s context, methodology, and discussion.

	

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

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

	NO
There are no apparent ethical issues in this manuscript. The study clearly reports ethical approval from appropriate review committees, obtained informed consent from participants, and ensured confidentiality and secure data handling.
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