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	The author should be appreciated for selecting a relatively new and significant topic, which contributes to understanding an emerging issue in the community
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
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	· The title does not reflect the main outcome variable
· There is no clear research gap explaining why this study is necessary.
· The population is described as members of the community, but the actual population should be caregivers with children under five years.

· Population data from 2006 census, verify the updated one

· The formula shows P = 0.15, but the calculation uses 0.16.

· The calculated sample size is 207, but the study uses 200 respondents without explanation.

· No adjustment for non-response rate is mentioned.
· It says multistage sampling, but the first stage is purposive sampling, which should be clearly justified.

· The explanation of sampling stages is confusing and not properly written.

· There is no explanation of the perception and attitude scale.

· The validity and reliability of the instrument is not mentioned.

· The description of knowledge scoring is unclear. It says knowledge above mean score is knowledgeable, but mean value is not reported.

· The perception scoring method is not explained

· It is unclear how attitude variables were measured.

· Inconsistency was noted in Willingness Results
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