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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 an important public health issue by providing community-based data on malaria prevalence and Plasmodium species distribution in the western highlands of Cameroon, a region where such data are limited. The study contributes valuable epidemiological insights, particularly in a conflict-affected setting where healthcare access and surveillance systems are disrupted. The use of both microscopy and molecular techniques strengthens the reliability of species identification and enhances its scientific relevance. 
	




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
	The title is generally clear, specific, and reflects the main focus of the study, including malaria prevalence and Plasmodium species composition in a defined geographic region. However, it could be slightly improved by simplifying phrasing (e.g., avoiding repetition such as “western highlands” and “North West Region”) and ensuring consistent capitalization (e.g., “Northwest Region”).
Rating= 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
	The abstract covers the key components of the study, including the aim, methods, results, and conclusion. However, it is somewhat lengthy and includes excessive statistical details (e.g., multiple p-values) that reduce clarity. Some sentences are unclear or grammatically inconsistent, and the conclusion mentions associations that were not statistically significant, which may be misleading.
Rating= 3
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Keywords are relevant and reflect the main focus of the study, but could be improved by adding more specific terms (e.g., molecular methods or study design).
Rating= 4
	

	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
	The background is relevant but needs better organization and clearer language. Some statements are poorly structured and require refinement.
Rating= 3
	

	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
	The study objectives are clearly stated and consistent with the aim of the research, though they could be presented more explicitly in a separate, concise objective statement.
Rating= 4
	

	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
	The literature cited is generally relevant to the topic, but it is not fully up to date in some sections. More recent studies and stronger integration of global and regional malaria research would improve this section.
Rating= 3
	

	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
	The methodology is appropriate for the study objectives, using a community-based cross-sectional design with both microscopy and molecular (PCR) techniques.
Rating= 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
	Ethical approval was clearly obtained, and informed consent procedures were appropriately described. The study follows standard ethical guidelines for human research.
Rating= 5
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The results are clearly presented with appropriate statistical analysis and a logical structure. However, some sections contain repeated reporting of similar findings (especially multiple “not statistically significant” results with p-values), which reduces conciseness and slightly affects readability.
Rating= 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


	The tables and figures are relevant and support the study findings. However, minor improvements in clarity and presentation would enhance their overall effectiveness.
Rating= 4
	

	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
	The discussion adequately relates the findings to existing literature with appropriate comparisons to previous studies.
Rating= 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
	The conclusions are generally consistent with the presented results, especially regarding the overall malaria prevalence and predominance of Plasmodium falciparum. However, some statements imply strong associations with behavioral and environmental factors even when these were not statistically significant in the results. This slightly overextends the interpretation beyond the data.
Rating= 3
	

	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
	The study does not clearly present a dedicated limitations section. Key methodological and contextual limitations (e.g., cross-sectional design, potential recall bias, and seasonal variation) should be explicitly discussed.
Rating= 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
	The references are generally relevant to the topic and support the study context well.
Rating= 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
	The manuscript is generally understandable; however, several sentences require language refinement for clarity and scientific accuracy. For example, in the Introduction, the phrase “The age groups <5 years is the most vulnerable with risk factors such as pregnancy, lots of breading sites of vector in the community” is grammatically incorrect and unclear, and should be restructured. Similarly, “lots of breading sites” should be corrected to “breeding sites”.
Rating= 3
	




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
The title is suitable as it clearly reflects the study focus on malaria prevalence and Plasmodium species composition in a defined geographic area.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	Yes
The abstract is comprehensive as it includes the aim, methods, key results, and conclusion in a structured manner.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	Yes
The manuscript is scientifically sound, with appropriate study design, data collection methods, and statistical analysis. The use of both microscopy and PCR strengthens the validity of the findings. Minor improvements are needed in interpretation of non-significant results and consistency in reporting, but overall the scientific content is correct.
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	No
The references are generally sufficient but not fully recent in some sections. The manuscript would benefit from inclusion of more recent studies (especially from the last 3–5 years) and additional high-impact journal articles to strengthen the literature base and ensure up-to-date scientific context.
	

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

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

	No
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Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):

	
	Author’s Feedback

	The manuscript addresses an important public health issue and provides useful community-based data on malaria prevalence and Plasmodium species distribution in a highland region of Cameroon. The study design is generally sound, and the combination of microscopy and PCR adds scientific value.
However, the manuscript requires moderate revision before acceptance. The main concerns relate to language quality, over-interpretation of some non-significant results, and lack of a clearly stated limitations section. Additionally, some parts of the discussion are repetitive and could be made more concise.
Overall, the study is relevant and contributes valuable regional data, but minor-to-moderate revision is recommended to improve clarity and scientific presentation.
	






	[bookmark: _Hlk171333471]Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
You are hereby suggested to include following recent references to improve the quality of the manuscript.



Kotepui, M., Kotepui, K. U., Milanez, G. D., & Masangkay, F. R. (2020). Global prevalence and mortality of severe Plasmodium malariae infection: a systematic review and meta-analysis. Malaria journal, 19(1), 274.

Assemie, A. (2022). Malaria prevalence and distribution of Plasmodium species in Southern Region of Ethiopia. Journal of parasitology research, 2022(1), 5665660.
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