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	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 study is very important in context to developing and lower income nations, where the incidence of preventable deaths are high. 
	

	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.


	Abstract is not properly written. Background in particularly is the Unclear part. Mere this line “Diarrhoeal disease remains a major public health concern among infants in low- and middle-income countries, largely driven by inadequate sanitation, unsafe water, and poor environmental hygiene” can’t be the background. It’s a general statement. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, methodology seems systematic however, it needs revision is writing. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes
	

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


	Can be improved. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	Though the study highlights an important health concern among infants in lower developed nations. But the study is weak in several grounds.
1. Abstract seems too general could not show much coherence with why of study.

2. Introduction lacks coherence and a theoretical framework also is lacking. Apart from literature review is also minimal can be expanded. 
3. The scope and study area is also too narrow.

4. Results section is another weak point, which seems mere reporting not as a result of an academic writing. 

5. Last but not least conclusion should be based on findings only. Here it seems overly generalised. 
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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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