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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 topic is important. The researchers provided an opportunity for readers to understand the comorbidities associated with HIV in Borno State. Moreover, the large sample size of the participants is also a strong area of the research
	


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
	2
	

	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
	3
	

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

	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
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	1
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	5
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	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
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	1
	

	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
	3
	




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 is too long and it is difficult for readers to understand the objective of the study at first glance. Please restrict the title to a maximum of 20 words. I recommend changing the title to “Malaria Parasitaemia, Haemoglobin Genotype, and Haematocrit Levels among HIV-Infected patients Attending University…” 
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

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

	Italicize all scientific names
State the full meaning of PEPFAR
Please state the method for PCV determination used
It appears that your abstract is not reporting the findings in your result section. There is no evidence of Chisquare or ANOVA in your main result but these tests were stated in your abstract and data analysis section. Similarly, these values “(F = 12.67, p < 0.001)” and “(β = -0.004, p < 0.001)” only appeared in your abstract and they are completely missing from the main manuscript.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	Not fully. There are several issues requiring revision.
The formatting of your manuscript is also an issue because it appears like a university thesis in its current form. Several headings including the “Statement of the Problem”, “Literature Review” and “Empirical Review” are not necessary. Instead group the entire sections before research methodology into one heading “Background” or “Introduction” and provide a concise explanation less of 800 words max.

Moreover, attempt to split the result and discussion section into separate headings to improve the readability of your study.

“thin films were used for parasite species identification.” What species did u detect. Was it only P. Falciparum. Be transparent.

Overall the topic represent an important contribution to academic research and evidence. However, several worrisome issues were found in the manuscript. I urge the authors to carefully adjust the manuscript and attempt to perform an internal review and validation of the research before the submission of revisions. I will be glad to review subsequent revisions.

	

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

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

	No. The references are grossly insufficient. Please note that all statement of fact in the manuscript should have an associated reference. Moreover, I observed that many paragraphs lacked references which is an academic blunder. Please revise the manuscript accordingly ensuring that all sources are correctly cited.

It is unclear the specific referencing style you are using. It appears to be APA referencing style but current APA guidelines recommend italicization of journal name. Please follow the journal referencing style or choose a specific referencing style to use.
	

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

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

	There are no ethical issues
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