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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

Your methodology was not clear;
i. Were the data confirmed cases of malaria?

ii. Was the data collected on daily, weekly or
monthly?

How was malaria determined in the health facility (?
RDTs, or microscopy).

What statistical software/version was used for the
analysis?

Please include relevant statistics, such as, P-values or
Confidence Intervals here (7th, 8th 9th and10th
sentence of the abstract).

What is your general conclusion after your research?
Briefly specify it at the end of the abstract.

Data collection and analysis was not well written.
(Refer to review comments point 2, 3 and 4). Secondly,
refer to a document that explains this procedure

You mentioned the chi square test but nothing shows
that this statistical tool was used. Example; under
abstract, line 77, 85, 100: (Chi-square test shows a
significance difference: what were the values?) you
cannot state these without any basis.

Minor REVISION comments

3rd sentence of the abstract: This study was carried out
to determine the prevalence of...

Reconstruct the 4th, 5th, 6th, 7th sentences of the
abstract. These were poorly written.

Please reconstruct the 2nd sentence of the introduction
(line 10- 13).

Line 20: WHO estimated that...

Line 21 to 24 and 34 to 37: reconstruct the sentences
here. Poorly written

Line 46: Please insert share and not sharing
Please rephrase line 49 to 52.

Please don't be mixing past and present tenses
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together e.g. ( line 55, go through the work and correct
the rest)

e Under abstract: you mentioned that the duration of the
study was from 2014-2016 however at Line 65: you
stated differently that the collection was done from
2013 to 2016. Please insert the correct time

Optional/General comments

This paper could be good but it is not statistically sound.
Secondly, some text under result and discussion need to
improve.
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