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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 tackles a pressing public health challenge: the overwhelming burden of malaria among youths in Nigeria a nation responsible for around 27% of global malaria cases and 38% of malaria deaths. 
By spotlighting health communication strategies as powerful tools for malaria management among young people in Abraka, Delta State. This study boldly addresses a crucial gap as youths are frequently overlooked in malaria intervention efforts. 
The research delivers compelling empirical evidence that health communication campaigns can significantly enhance both awareness and preventive behaviors making a strong case for targeted  community driven interventions. 
Furthermore, by highlighting the direct link between awareness and action the study offers invaluable guidance for public health policymakers and campaign designers striving to make a real difference in rural and peri-urban Nigerian communities.

	




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: 4
The title is clear, appropriate and well structured. 
Well! The study title could be shorter and more punchy "Health Communication and Malaria Management Among Youths in Abraka, Delta State"
	

	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: 3 
The abstract adequately covers objectives, methodology and key findings but lacks detailed numerical results and keywords. 

	

	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: 3 
The keywords section is missing, which should be addressed.

	

	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: 4
The background provides sufficient context but could benefit from smoother transitions and citations of recent WHO reports.

	

	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: 3
Research objectives are clearly stated. however, some inconsistencies exist in hypothesis labeling and the alignment between objectives and hypotheses requires clarification.

	

	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: 4
The literature review is relevant and up-to-date, incorporating studies from 2006 to 2024, though additional recent WHO World Malaria Report data would strengthen it.

	

	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: 4
The methodology (descriptive survey design, sample size and reliability index)  is appropriate. 
Nonetheless, potential interviewer bias should be acknowledged.

	

	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: 2
Ethical considerations are inadequately addressed. Lacking mention of ethical approval, informed consent  and confidentiality measures.

	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3
The results are presented clearly but could be strengthened with explicit links to research questions and additional tables and figures.
	

	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: 3
While Table 1 provides a solid foundation for the demographic profile, the presentation of your findings would be significantly strengthened by including dedicated data displays for each research question and hypothesis test.
	

	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: 4
The discussion effectively relates findings to prior studies but should address inconsistencies in citations and discuss the moderate awareness levels among youths.

	

	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: 3
The conclusions align generally with the findings but would be improved by referencing specific statistical data. 

	

	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: N/A
The absence of a limitations section is a significant flaw, as key limitations such as geographic scope, recall bias, and potential interviewer bias are not acknowledged.

	

	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: 3
The references are sufficient but require consistency in formatting and inclusion of recent sources. 

	

	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
Language quality is generally good. A few minor grammatical issues and typos noted.
	




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.
	

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

	Partially. The authors must:
Insert precise statistical data  (including explicit mean scores and standard deviation (SD) values)
Add a formal keywords section below the abstract text.
Strengthen the narrative flow (logical link between the research objectives and the key findings)

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	Yes. The choice of a descriptive survey design is appropriate. The sample size is adequate. Furthermore, the data analysis using means, standard deviation and t-tests is fitting. 
However, the authors should address several issues:
Include ethical clearance documentation
Informed consent procedures.
Add a limitation section.
Correct the duplicate Ho1 label
Incorporate keywords section
Add more tables for data visualization
.

	

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

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

	Yes. The manuscript features a strong reference list of over 30 citations spanning 2003 to 2024.  Adding data (2022–2024) from the WHO World Malaria Reports will significantly strengthen the manuscript. 
	

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

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

	Yes, several ethical issues noted:
 Lack of ethical approval, no statement confirms that an institutional review board approved the study.
No informed consent statement.
Confidentiality/anonymity are not addressed. Participants' privacy protections are missing.  
The institutional affiliation for ethical oversight is not clearly disclosed. 
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