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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.


	The ms assessed the KAP of rural residents in a commune in Cote d’ivoire. The ms is important as it seeks to demonstrate the level of awareness of the bioecology of the vectors of onchocerciasis and preventive measures by community members in the study area. This is important in designing of control and prevention strategies. Authors found high level of awareness of blackfly but with gaps in their bioecology and prevention.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes
	

	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 contains information that is not found in the methods, and not in the results – for instance ‘low uptake of post-bite curative measures’. I either do not understand what they mean or I did not see where they assessed post-bite curative measures in the methods and results.
Sampling method mentioned in abstract is different from that mentioned in the text: cluster random vs purposive.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	I find a number of interesting sentences in the ms. However, there a several scientific glitches in there. The structure of the ms is confusing, if not contradictory. The initial stated objectives were not followed to the end. 
e.g A structured questionnaire was administered to consenting individuals aged 15 years and above to assess their knowledge of blackfly bioecology and socio-economic burden of black flies (We did not see in method and results any assessment of socio-economic burden).
The discussion is full of repetitions and so many extrapolations than discussing the observations. 
Little information about how they estimated sample size. Up to eight communities and you sample just 120 persons? Well, kindly let readers know how you came about this figure.
Claim they got consent from individuals of up to 15 years old, who are evidently minors is not ethically correct.

Introduction:

-‘ transmitting the forest strain of the parasite,..’. the idea of strains of paraite is virtually outdated. Rather, these are mostly forest versus savanna-dwelling species of the S. damnosum complex.
-‘ In 2015, it ranked as the second leading infectious cause of blindness worldwide’. It is still the second leading cause. Check WHO 2023 mentioned below.
-‘ with 125 million people globally at risk’. The current figure is ‘at least 246 million’. Check WHO 2023 and other recent publications.

-‘ Onchocerciasis causes severe complications, reducing work capacity, leading to psychological distress, and resulting in economic losses due to decreased agricultural productivity ‘. ‘In Côte d'Ivoire, black flies have reemerged exponentially following the cessation of the program in 2002 due to the military crisis’. I have the feeling that this statements are too strong to be without a references.
- ‘Although Côte d'Ivoire remains an endemic country, data on community knowledge, perceptions and practices related to onchocerciasis control and prevention remain insufficient’. Are there any data at all ? If yes, you did not, in your introduction, show any. If no, it shuld be ‘absent’ or ‘lacking’ and not ‘insufficient’.

-‘ highlighting the need for a thorough  assessment. Thus, it is essential to assess community knowledge’. Your study in a single commune may not be considered as thorough for the whole country.

Etc.
Results:

-82.2% (Table 4) know about blackflies, but 100% (Table 2) feel their bites in the population. How do you account for this contradicting results? If some do not know about blackflies how do they all feel their bites?
Discussion:

-The two paragraphs talking about grasses (‘participants most frequently cited the presence of grasses, as well as dams and irrigation canals’) have virtually repeated ideas. Could be merged together to form a single paragraph.
-In fact discussion is unnecessarily long with many repeating ideas which could be compressed into maximum of 4 paragraphs with lesser sentences. The discussion went a lot out of the presented data and from where many conlusions were made. The data present in your ms mostly should bring us to a conclusion that has to do with knowledge of vectors and prevention measures. 

-French text at the end of the discussion.

Conclusion:

This is one of the sections that correctly reflect the data you present in your work. I wish you limited your discussion to these points.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	There are many outdated and totally wrong references in the manuscript. I will mention a few:

Outdated:

-At least 246 million people at risk of onchocerciasis (WHO, 2023 – search ‘Elimination of human onchocerciasis: progress report, 2022–2023’)
Wrong/incorrect references (paper did not say or even insinuate the idea it was cited for):

- are particularly at risk, especially those involved in agriculture, laundry, or bathing (WHO, 2017; Jacob et al., 2018)

- Indeed, the effectiveness of control strategies depends not only on the population's in-depth understanding of the disease, but also on their perceptions and preventive behaviours (Meribo et al., 2017).
- Almost all respondents (98.3%) identified itching as the main effect of blackfly bites, which is a typical symptom reported in several studies addressing the nuisance caused by these vectors (Katabarwa et al., 2013)
-, including the use of natural repellents and impregnated mosquito nets in certain riverside areas (Jacob et al., 2018)
Just to mention these few examples.
	

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


	The language quality is generally acceptable. But some little adjustments would be needed, and the French taken out or translated.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The authors would need a serious revision of every section of the manuscript to make give it at least a pass mark for publication.  
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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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