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	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 addresses the challenge of child undernutrition in a low-income setting. Understanding the local determinants, particularly caregiver knowledge and practices, is essential for designing effective, context-specific interventions. Research from specific districts in Tanzania, like Zanzibar, adds valuable granular data to national and regional statistics, helping to identify sub-populations at particular risk. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally suitable but could be more precise.

I suggest a change to "Caregiver Knowledge, Feeding Practices, and Perceived Barriers as Correlates of Caregiver-Reported Malnutrition Among Under-Five Children at a District Hospital in Zanzibar: A Cross-Sectional Study"

The current title implies a causal link ("determinants") and an objective measurement of malnutrition. The suggested revision more accurately reflects the study's cross-sectional design (correlates, not determinants) and its reliance on caregiver-reported, rather than anthropometrically measured, malnutrition status.
	

	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 is comprehensive but requires some clarification and alignment with the study's actual findings and limitations.

· The abstract presents findings on "malnutrition status" and "malnutrition type" without the crucial caveat that this was based solely on caregiver recall and recognition, not clinical or anthropometric assessment. This must be stated in the abstract (e.g., "caregiver-reported malnutrition").

· Briefly note the key methodological limitation: "The study relied on caregiver recall for both feeding practices and child malnutrition history; nutritional status was not confirmed by anthropometric measurement."

· The objective mentions identifying "barriers," but the results in the abstract only list them generally ("Financial constraints..."). Consider adding a brief note on how these barriers were assessed (e.g., "Caregivers identified financial constraints as the primary barrier through open-ended questioning").
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript has fundamental scientific flaws that severely undermine its validity and conclusions. It is not scientifically sound in its current form.

· The entire analysis hinges on the variable "malnutrition type." This was not measured using WHO-standard anthropometry (weight-for-height, height-for-age, weight-for-age). It was based on caregiver knowledge and recall ("I don't know," "Stunting," "Underweight," "Wasting"). This is not a valid measure of a child's nutritional status. The finding that 83.3% of caregivers "did not know" the type renders statistical tests (Chi-square, Likelihood Ratio) on this variable largely uninterpretable and meaningless. Associations between feeding practices and this subjective, mostly missing, category are not scientifically valid. This flaw invalidates the core analysis and conclusions. The study can only analyze associations with ‘caregiver-reported history of any malnutrition (Yes/No) or caregiver knowledge of malnutrition types.”

· The sample size calculation uses a malnutrition prevalence of 6.7% without clear citation or justification for this figure. The study then finds a 16.7% self-reported prevalence. This discrepancy weakens the calculation's premise.

· Convenience sampling at a single hospital's paediatric ward introduces severe selection bias. Participants are caregivers of children seeking medical care, who are likely sicker, potentially more malnourished, and certainly more health-service-oriented than the general population. Results cannot be generalized to the community or Zanzibar. This must be the primary limitation discussed.

· The introduction and objectives focus on "maternal education" and "mothers," but the methodology includes "primary caregivers" (fathers, grandparents). The results then primarily describe "maternal education." The sample needs to be clearly defined and analyzed accordingly. If 35.4% of respondents were male, how is "maternal education" defined for them?

· Performing chi-square tests with a dependent variable where >80% of values are in one category ("I don't know") violates the assumptions of the test and produces unreliable results. The discussion of Likelihood Ratio vs. Pearson Chi-square, while technically correct for small expected counts, does not rescue the analysis from the fundamental measurement problem.

· The results and discussion erroneously present caregiver-reported malnutrition as "prevalence." This is incorrect. It is the caregiver's perception and recall of a past diagnosis. It should not be compared to DHS data which uses measured anthropometry. This conflation is a major error.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are numerous and mostly recent (2021-2025), which is good. 
	

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


	It requires extensive editing 
	

	Optional/General comments


	
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)


	


Reviewer details:

Precious Uahomo, University of Port Harcourt, Nigeria

Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)


