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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.

	This manuscript contributes valuable insights into the awareness and behaviors of health personnel regarding nutritional anemia and its interrelation with hygiene practices in a low-resource setting. It highlights persistent knowledge gaps that could undermine public health efforts for anemia prevention, especially in regions where infections and malnutrition coexist. The findings serve as a crucial baseline for designing targeted capacity-building interventions and integrating multisectoral approaches, such as Wash’Nutrition, into routine health strategies. Additionally, the study emphasizes the importance of digital tools and culturally adapted education for improving health literacy among frontline workers, ultimately benefiting broader community health outcomes.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The current title is not explicitly provided in the abstract, but based on the content, a more specific and descriptive title could be:
"Assessment of Knowledge, Attitudes, and Practices of Health Personnel Regarding Nutritional Anemia and Hygiene Linkages in Côte d'Ivoire."
If the actual title is more generic, this suggested alternative emphasizes the key themes and scope.
	

	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 adequately summarizes aims, methodology, key findings, and recommendations. However, clarity could be improved by emphasizing the implications of knowledge gaps on public health initiatives and explicitly stating that the assessment highlights the need for tailored training programs. Mentioning the low response rate (9.2%) directly in the abstract might be useful for transparency, but it warrants cautious interpretation.Suggestions:Add a brief statement about the potential impact of identified knowledge gaps on anemia control efforts.Clarify that the survey targeted all staff in the WhatsApp group, which may influence representativeness.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript appears scientifically accurate, with well-cited references supporting context. The methodology is described transparently, and the analysis appropriately uses Chi-squared tests to explore associations. The discussion aligns with existing literature, and the interpretation of results is sound.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references seem sufficient and recent, especially recent DHS data and regional studies.To enhance robustness, inclusion of more references on effective training interventions and digital health education strategies could be beneficial.
	

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

	The manuscript is written in clear, scholarly English suitable for an academic audience. Minor stylistic adjustments could improve flow and readability, but overall, the language quality meets scholarly standards.
	

	Optional/General comments

	The response rate is low, which limits generalizability; consider discussing the potential for selection bias.The study’s cross-sectional design captures a snapshot but cannot infer causality or changes over time—recommend emphasizing this limitation.Future studies could incorporate qualitative methods to explore underlying reasons for traditional practices and knowledge gaps.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	No ethical concerns are apparent, given the implied consent process and confidentiality assurances.
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