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	PART 1: Comments

	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	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.
	1. The study actualizes the scenario of COVID-19 in Togo, which provides additional knowledge to other researchers.
2. The response to COVID-19 in this country is another branch of study that can be compared to the reaction of other countries.
3. The strengths and weaknesses in the management of COVID-19 can serve as a baseline for the study of other strategic management of COVID and even other health-related crisis.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not, please suggest an alternative title)
	The title is simple and can be accepted, but it can still be improved. : These are some suggestions “National Response on COVID-19 in Togo: An Assessment”
“A Cross-Sectional Analysis of the National Response Against COVID-19 in Togo”
	

	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.
	1. The abstract is lacking. It was stated in the manuscript that there were “objectives” but I only identified one. What were the other objectives?
2. The discussion of the methodology is lacking. While it is true that the approaches were both quantitative and qualitative, the specific research designs for both approaches were not specifically mentioned. What was the quantitative design? Content Analysis or Textual Analysis? How about the qualitative? Was it a case study?
3. The units of analysis for the quantitative part should have been mentioned- what materials did they review?
4. As per the qualitative, a short description of the informants should have been cited.
5. Specifying the selection process of both quantitative and qualitative samples should have been mentioned.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? Please write here.
	If the basis of “scientifically correct” is the presence of quantitative calculations, like assessment of the level of effectiveness, level of awareness, knowledge and attitude, level of satisfaction, then this would not qualify. But it was clear that this paper analyzed contents and interviewed individuals. What I was somehow expecting to see was how the contents were analysed, so that I could assess whether the research had scientifically followed the processes in data analysis and interpretation. Also, I was hoping that matrices would be provided on the qualitative data generated from the informants, specifying the codes, themes, and in vivo entries. The presentation of general and specific objectives should also be clear. This could give direction to the presentation of results and conclusion. Citing the references for methodology is also an important matter to be taken into consideration.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	
The references are sufficient and recent, though the presentation in the latter part of the paper must be improved, especially the spacing.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	
The writing can be understood, but it still needs to be edited for some grammatical flaws.
	

	Optional/General comments
	
I hope the researchers can present summary tables of quantitative data as well as summary matrices of qualitative data so that the readers may have a clear reference as to where the results and discussion came from.
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
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