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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 This article is significant because it presents comprehensive field data on the prevalence of acute malnutrition in children aged 6-59 months in seven health districts in Cameroon's Far North Region—a region with food insecurity and cross-border conflict.
These findings not only identify districts with the highest rates of malnutrition (such as Kolofata, Goulfey, and Mora), but also show that children under two and girls are more vulnerable. Therefore, these screening results provide the basis for targeted interventions, such as referrals to health facilities, improved feeding practices, and cash support for diverse diets, which are crucial for achieving the SDG targets and reducing child mortality.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	



PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

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


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the title is accurate. It clearly describes the Mid-Upper Arm Circumference (MUAC) method, the population (children aged 6–59 months), the setting (seven health districts, Far North region, Cameroon), and the objective (nutrition assessment). No changes are actually needed, although minor refinements (e.g., adding “acute” before malnutrition) could improve accuracy.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No, the abstract is not fully comprehensive. 
Suggestion for improvement:
Add the total number of children screened (175,162) and briefly mention edema cases (e.g., highest in Mora district) to provide a more complete picture of severe acute malnutrition. Also clarify the weighted prevalence rates by stating  which district correspond to 3.9% ands to 3.9%.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No, the manuscript is not entirely scientifically correct.
Suggestion for improvement:
Correct the likely data error in table 5 (children aged 24-59 moths) for the koza district, where the numbers for moderate acute malnutrition (23.6% for boys, 28.1% for girls) are identical to those reported for children under 2 years in table 4. This scientifically implausible and suggest a copy-paste error. Verify the original data and revise the table accordingly. Additionally, ensure that all conclusions (e.g., successful referral of malnourished children) are directly supported by the data oresented.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No
Suggestion for improvement:
Add ai least 15-20 recent peer-reviewed references (published 2018-2025) on topics such as: MUAC vs. weight-for-height in acute malnutrition diagnosis (e.g., Lake Chad Basin); recent global malnutrition estimates (UNICEF/WHO/World Bank, 2023-2024); and studies on referral completion barrie rs. Replace or verify the problematic DHIS2 citation (December 2025 appears to be future date). Ensure that local references are supplemented with international literature to strengthen the scientific context.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	YES
Ethical Issues Identified:
1. No ethics committee or institutional review board (IRB) approval - The manuscript does not state that the study protocol was reviewed and approved by any national, regional, or institutional ethics body. For research involving human subjects, particularly over 175,000 children (a vulnerable population), this is a fundamental ethical requirement.
2. Inadequate consent process - While "freely given consent was obtained from each head of
household or their representative" is mentioned, there is no detail on how consent was
documented (written or verbal), whether guardians were fully informed of risks and benefits, or whether they were informed of the right to withdraw without penalty.
3. No mention of child assent or protection — The study involves children aged 6-59 months who cannot assent themselves. However, there is no discussion of additional safeguards for this vulnerable group beyond parental consent.
[bookmark: _GoBack]4. No mention of confidentiality or data security - Data were collected using smartphones (Kobo Collect) and uploaded to a server. The manuscript does not describe how personally identifiable information was protected, anonymized, or who had access. No statement on compliance with data protection regulations (e.g., GDPR or local equivalents) is provided.
	



PART 3

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	This paper presents the results of acute malnutrition screening in over 175,000 children aged 6–59 months in seven health districts in the Far North region of Cameroon. Key strengths of the paper include: the very broad screening coverage, the use of a standardized MUAC method, the presentation of detailed data by district, and the attempt to address age bias by using weighted totals. These data have the potential to make important contributions to nutrition surveillance and intervention programs in vulnerable areas.
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