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PART  1: Review Comments 
 

 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and 
highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write 
his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
1. Why line number is not included in the manuscript? Line number is important guide on 
which line needed to be revised or inquired throughout reviewing and editing process.  
 
ABSTRACT SECTION 
1. Please correct the grammatical error in line “... permission from the selected health 
facilities …” 
 
2. The spelling for p-value must be standardized, whether it is capital or small case, 
through the manuscript  
 
3. Spelling errors for “Haemoglobin” and “Aniaemia” 
 
4. Please elaborate this line “Early detection is key”. 
 
5. Why the prevalence of BM 
 
6. Is it BMH or BMSH? 
 
INTRODUCTION SECTION 
Paragraph 1: 
1. Second sentence is redundant. First sentence has already mentioned that malaria is 
serious 
 
Paragraph 4: 
1. Please cite “Recent world malaria report indicates that Nigeria accounts for quarter of all 
malaria cases in the 45 malaria endemic countries in Africa thus showing the challenge 
malaria poses in Nigeria.” 
 
Paragraph 5: 
1. If “red cells” refer to red blood cells, please spell it out in full. 
 
MATERIALS and METHODS SECTION 
 
Study Population 
1. What are the inclusion and exclusion criteria? 
 
2. Please provide the questionnaire as a supplementary for transparency. 
 
Sampling technique 
1. Please elaborate the calculation of sampling size. Please include alpha value, power, 
and final estimated sample size. You may include the formula. Do not cite Aroaye (2014) 
without its information in the reference. This is too not reliable. 
 
Statistical analysis 
1. Please mention the type of statistical test that you use. Mean comparison is just a 
category of a lot of tests, please be more specific. 
 
2. What deduction is made at 0.05 level of significance? Please explain. 
 
RESULTS SECTION 
1. Why all Figure and Tables are not mentioned in the text? No elaboration and 
interpretation are provided for each figure or table. Do not expect the reader to interpret for 

 
1. It’s not required in manuscript submission 

 
 
Abstract 

1. Corrected 
2. Corrected 
3. Corrected 
4. Deleted 
5. Seen 
6. Corrected 

 
 
 
 
Introduction 
Paragraph 1: The sentence is still valid. There no problem with expressing the 
ill effect of malaria in various ways 
 
Paragraph 4: Added 
 
Paragraph 5: Corrected 
 
 
 
 
 
Material and methods 
 
Study population 

1. Criteria have been included 
2. This may not be necessary except on special request by the editor 

Sampling technique 
1. Section has modified 

 
 
Statistical analysis 

1. Addition effected 
2. Deduction explained 

 
 
 
Results 
All necessary comments for each table and figure has been added 
 
The sample size (400) was shared equally between both facilities. 

 
Figures removed 

 
 

 
 
Full meaning of the abbreviations are provided 
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you. This is not acceptable in any scientific manuscript or article. 
 
2. What does it mean with equal distribution? 
 
3. The author mentioned that there 400 pregnant subjects, please explain why there are 
only N = 396 in Figure 1, N = 89 in Figure 2. I thought all the subjects are pregnant (as 
mentioned in the title). 
 
4. Figure 3 is wrong. Why are there repetition of BSC and Ssce/SSCE? Please provide full 
name of these abbreviations at the footnote of the figure. If possible, please use fewer 
education level classification (eg. primary education, secondary education, etc.) 
 
5. Figure 4, what are M and S? Please provide a footnote to clarify the abbreviation in all 
FIGURES and TABLES. 
 
6. For caption on Table 1, if the word “prevalence” is used, please specify it as the 
prevalence of malaria among pregnant women. If mentioned that it is the prevalence of 
malaria infection without specifying who is your sampled population may be misleading to 
the reader. 
 
DISCUSSION SECTION 
 
Paragraph 1 
1. Similar to the comment in Results, what do you mean with “prevalence of malara” is it 
including the children and non-pregnant subjects admitted to GHB? 
 
Paragraph 2 
1. What statistical test did the author use for this. This is result and should be in Result 
Section not Discussion. 
 
2. “The women from Braithwaite Memorial Specialist Hospital, Port Harcourt are mostly 
educated”. The author should at least report the comparison on this in the Results section. 
 
3. “Therefore the” is a hanging sentence. 
 
CONCLUSION and RECOMMENDATION SECTION 
1. “ malaria was more prevalent in Bori than in BMSH” is not factually correct. The author 
may have studied the prevalence of malaria among pregnant women BUT NOT overall 
malaria cases happened in general population. Hence, mentioning that “malaria is more 
prevalent” is misleading and the author should specify that “malaria among pregnant 
women”.  
 
2. Comparing Bori and BMSH is not consistent. Bori is a region/district whereas BMSH is a 
hospital. The author should by all means be consistent that he/she is actually comparing 
the cases between 2 hospitals in precise (in this case, GHB and BMSH). 
 
References 
1. There are many in-text citations missing in the references. These include: 
- WHO (2020) 
- (Guerin et al., 2002) 
-(Imeausen et al., 2005) 
-(Menendez et al., 2007 
-(Rogerson et al., 2007) 
- (Miller et al., 1997) 
-(Chen et al., 2000) 
-(Janice, 2003) 
-(Omosun et al., 2009) 
- Maltech et al. (1994) 

 
 
Footnotes provided where necessary 
 
 
Noted and edited 
 
 
Discussion 
 
Paragraph 1: Such errors have been edited as mentioned in the previous 
section 
 
Paragraph 2: This has been captured in the section for statistical analysis 
 
Since education was not the basis of prevalence in this study but 
haemoglobin, data comparing educational status between both groups were 
not considered but a general age demographic data was presented in the 
result section as figure. 
 
Sentence removed 
Conclusion and recommendation 
Conclusion reconstructed 
 
 
 
 
Addressed 
 
 
References 
 In-text citations corrected 
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- White (1998) 
- Amadi et al. (2002) 
 
 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
 
The data in the results, which should be the very important essence in this study, are 
presented wrongly. No description of most figures and graphs in the text. No mention of 
proper statistical test, thus the statistical test the author did would not have value. Not 
many citations is included to support the finding. My comments have mentioned it all. 
 
 

 
 
Comments here are similar to what have been pointed out already. Necessary 
corrections have been made. 

 
 
PART  2:  
 

 
Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight 

that part in the manuscript. 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 details) 
 

 
 
 

 


