
Review Form (Research)
	Journal Name:
	Asian Journal of Medical Research and Case Reports

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_AJMRCR_2739

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Assessment of the Prevalence Rate and Risk Factors of Tuberculosis among High-Risk Populations in Makurdi Local Government Area of Benue State, Nigeria

	Type of the Article
	Research article / Short Communication/ Case Report / Case Study 



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 provides relevant information with regards possible risk factors to TB infection. It adds to scientific knowledge and further confirms several known behavioural and environmental associated risk factors to TB
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	3

	

	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
The second paragraph ranks Nigeria as a top high-burden country to TB but no reference is directly made to that statement. 
Several other missing references throughout the manuscript
	

	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
	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
	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
	3
Using 5 health facilities due to their high patient patronage only gives room for a high prevalence.
Data was collected for 2 weeks as stated in the procedure for data collection but the study was carried out from January 2023 to June 2026 as stated in the abstract
	

	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
	2
· In the section on “Instrument for data collection”, you mentioned using only a questionnaire, but at the end of the study on “Consent”, you are also talking about using case reports (medical records). 
· Also, No Information on how authorisation for data collection was obtained from the 5 hospitals
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
Python is used for data analysis, but mostly SPSS procedures for data analysis explained and mentioned in details.
	

	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


	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
	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
	1
Needs to be included
	

	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
	3
References are not sufficient
	

	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
	5
	




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.

	The title used high-risk population, but did not clearly define which population in his study was considered as high-at-risk to TB.
	

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

	There is ambiguity with regards to the long study duration of 3 and a half years. This should have been explained further in the methodology but was not explained.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	YES
A few worries:
- Who are the high-risk population in your study as stated in the title of the manuscript? (Following the high prevalence obtained in this study, what groups specifically in these 5 health facilities have this high prevalence?)
· There is a lack of consistency between the abstract section’s study duration (3 and half years), and the 2 weeks data collection timeframe. Can this be expantiated in your methodology?

	

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

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

	NO
Needs to reference a lot of statements written down in the manuscripts. Some statements needed to be backed up with a reference but were not.
	

	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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