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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.
	The research question is relevant to malaria prevention, public health communication, and equitable access to vector-control interventions. The large sample and the use of population-based survey data are potential strengths.
	




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
	1
Provide a participant selection and exclusion flow diagram or an equivalent transparent sample-accounting statement.
Report the sample size used in each analysis.
Explain the 331-observation discrepancy.
State whether frequencies and percentages are weighted or unweighted.
Identify the number of observations excluded because of missing data for each variable.
Ensure that the abstract, figures, tables, and text use consistent estimates.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	NA
	

	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
	2
1. Define the ANC variable and its reference period.
2. Explain the inclusion of ANC attendance in the model.
3. Justify the covariates using a conceptual framework or relevant epidemiological literature.
4. Consider whether adjustment for ANC attendance is appropriate for the primary estimand.
5. Discuss the possibility of residual confounding and the limitations of cross-sectional data.
The authors should avoid interpreting adjusted associations as evidence of causal pathways.
The authors should clarify:
1. What previous Nigerian studies have established about malaria communication and ITN ownership.
2. What remains unknown specifically in the Niger Delta.
3. Why examining household ownership, rather than ITN use or access, addresses an important evidence gap.
4. What new information this regional analysis provides to malaria prevention programmes.
The novelty should not rest solely on using a different geographic region. It should also be grounded in the analytical contribution and the implications of the findings.
	

	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
	2
Provide a detailed operational definition of the primary exposure variable, including the original NDHS variables, response categories, coding rules, scoring algorithm, and reference category.

The authors should also distinguish between:
- General exposure to malaria messages.
- Exposure through mass media.
- Exposure through health services or community-based communication.
If the available data support it, a sensitivity analysis using alternative exposure definitions would strengthen the study.
	

	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
	
3
	

	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
	1
Identify the exact dependent variable used in the Stata logistic regression.
Provide the original Stata model specification or equivalent reproducible code.
Confirm the coding of the dependent and independent variables.
Re-run the model with ITN ownership as the dependent variable if this matches the stated objective.
Report the association between clearly defined media exposure categories and ITN ownership.
Revise the abstract, Results, Discussion, and Conclusion to reflect the actual model.
	

	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
	NA
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
Recalculate the exposure categories from the original data and identify the correct estimates. The authors should then update Figure 3, Table 4, the abstract, and all corresponding narrative statements.

The manuscript should not proceed to interpretation until these estimates have been reconciled.
Specify the exact statistical test used.
Report whether the test incorporated the survey design.
If appropriate, use a survey-adjusted test of association.
Report the test statistic, degrees of freedom, and p-value.
Confirm that the test and regression use compatible definitions of the exposure variable and the same clearly documented analytical population.
	

	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


	2
Clarify that the outcome measures household-level ownership rather than individual access or use. Consider a more informative access indicator if the NDHS variables support it, while retaining the original outcome if that is the study's intended focus.

The title and conclusions should remain consistent with the indicator actually measured.
Provide the exact survey declaration and model specification used in Stata, together with sufficient details for another researcher to reproduce the estimates.
	

	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
	
2
The authors should clearly differentiate between descriptive patterns and statistically supported adjusted findings.

If the primary model is intended to predict ITN ownership, the authors must first rerun it correctly before drawing conclusions about the independent associations of education, wealth, and media exposure with ITN ownership.
Verify the state-level estimates and their confidence intervals.
Clarify whether these are weighted prevalence estimates.
Avoid attributing differences to specific programme mechanisms without supporting evidence.
Consider presenting a state-level summary of ITN ownership and exposure to malaria messages.
Discuss the implications of geographic heterogeneity without claiming that the observed differences establish causal mechanisms.
	

	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
	2
State the dependent variable and reference categories explicitly.
Interpret the estimate as an odds ratio rather than a probability ratio.
Report the 95% confidence interval and exact p-value.
Avoid overstating the public health importance of a modest association.
Where useful, present adjusted predicted probabilities or marginal effects to facilitate interpretation.
Use association-based wording throughout the manuscript. For example:

Instead of stating that media exposure increases ITN ownership, state that media exposure was associated with household ITN ownership.

The Discussion should distinguish plausible explanations from mechanisms demonstrated by the 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
	2
	

	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
	

	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
	2
The duplicated expression p<0.05p<0.05 in the statistical analysis section.
The typographical error “Ehical approval.”
The heading “RESULT” instead of “RESULTS.”
Inconsistent capitalization and terminology for ITN ownership and media exposure.
Table titles that do not clearly describe the variables being compared.
Inconsistent presentation of confidence intervals and p-values.
Incomplete or disrupted table formatting.
Occasional discrepancies between the narrative and the corresponding tables.
	




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.

	should be revised as : Consider Media Exposure to Malaria Prevention Messages and Household ITN Ownership among Women in Nigeria's Niger Delta: A Cross-Sectional Study.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

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

	
State clearly that the outcome is household ownership of at least one ITN.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

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

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

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

	yes
	

	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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