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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment


	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	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 valuable epidemiological data on Plasmodium falciparum transmission dynamics in rural northeastern Nigeria, a region where fine-scale community-level data remain limited. By examining micro-heterogeneity across ten rural communities, the study contributes to a better understanding of localized transmission patterns that are often masked in national surveys. The identification of age-specific vulnerability, particularly among children aged 2–10 years, reinforces the need for targeted school-based interventions in hyperendemic settings. Overall, the study offers important baseline data that can inform malaria control strategies, resource allocation, and community-focused intervention planning in similar ecological zones across sub-Saharan Africa.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title:
“Transmission Dynamics and Prevalence of Plasmodium falciparum Malaria in Ten Rural Communities of Mubi, Adamawa State, Northeastern Nigeria”
The title is generally appropriate and clearly reflects the study focus. However, since the design is cross-sectional and primarily prevalence-based (without entomological measures such as EIR), the term “Transmission Dynamics” may be slightly overstated.

Suggested alternative title:
“Prevalence and Community-Level Heterogeneity of Plasmodium falciparum Malaria in Rural Mubi, Adamawa State, Northeastern Nigeria”

This revised title more accurately reflects the methodological approach and findings.


	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract is well-structured and clearly presents the background, methods, results, and conclusion. However, a few improvements are recommended:

· The prevalence figures need clarification. The statement “101/160 initially; expanded to 252/400” may create confusion and should be simplified to reflect the final analyzed sample only.

· The chi-square result for community variation (p = 0.843) should be clearly mentioned to avoid implying statistically significant differences.

· Consider briefly mentioning ecological determinants (e.g., proximity to swampy areas, ITN utilization differences) in the Results section of the abstract, as these strengthen the applied relevance of the study.

· Minor grammatical polishing is required in the background statistics related to global malaria burden.

Overall, the abstract is comprehensive but would benefit from minor clarification and tightening for precision.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally scientifically sound and methodologically appropriate for a community-based cross-sectional survey. The sample size calculation, statistical analysis (chi-square tests), and ethical considerations are properly described. The discussion section demonstrates good engagement with relevant literature and provides logical interpretation of findings.

However, a few points require attention:

· There is a numerical inconsistency in age-group infection data (e.g., Table 4 shows 93 infected out of 98 in the 2–10 group, which conflicts with earlier text reporting 76 infected). This must be corrected for internal consistency.

· The small sample size in the 31–40 age group (n = 17) should be more clearly acknowledged as a limitation.

· The term “transmission dynamics” should be used cautiously since entomological parameters were not directly measured.

· Some minor typographical and formatting errors (e.g., duplicated words, table formatting issues) need correction.

With these revisions, the manuscript would be scientifically robust.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally sufficient and include recent publications (2020–2025), WHO reports, and relevant regional studies. The literature cited adequately supports the discussion of age patterns, ecological determinants, and micro-heterogeneity.

However, the authors may consider adding:

· Recent Nigeria-specific spatial modeling studies (if available from 2023–2024).

· More recent WHO surveillance updates if finalized versions are available.

· At least one reference on HRP2 gene deletion and potential RDT limitations, since HRP2-based RDTs were used in the study.

Overall, the reference list is appropriate but could be slightly strengthened with the addition of methodological or diagnostic limitation references.


	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The overall English quality of the manuscript is generally understandable and conveys the scientific message clearly. The structure follows standard academic formatting, and the arguments are logically presented. However, the language requires moderate editing to meet the standards of high-quality scholarly communication.

There are several grammatical inconsistencies, occasional repetition of words, minor tense shifts, and some awkward sentence constructions that should be corrected. In addition, a few sections (particularly in the Results tables and parts of the Discussion) would benefit from stylistic refinement for clarity and precision. Technical terminology is used appropriately, but careful proofreading by a native English speaker or professional language editing service is strongly recommended before publication.


	

	Optional/General comments


	This manuscript addresses an important public health issue in a high-burden region and provides useful community-level data that can inform malaria control strategies. The study is well-structured, ethically conducted, and supported by relevant literature. The effort to examine micro-heterogeneity across multiple rural communities is particularly commendable.

However, before publication, the manuscript would benefit from careful internal consistency checks (especially numerical data in tables), language polishing, and minor clarification of methodological terminology (e.g., use of “transmission dynamics”). Strengthening the limitations section by explicitly acknowledging the cross-sectional design, reliance on HRP2-based RDTs, and small sample size in some subgroups would improve transparency.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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