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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 is important because it addresses a significant evidence gap regarding the nutritional status and dietary intake of tuberculosis patients in Namibia, where locally generated data are limited. By demonstrating that many patients have substantial macro- and micronutrient deficiencies despite having a BMI within the normal range, the study highlights the limitations of relying solely on anthropometric measurements to assess nutritional health. The findings provide valuable evidence to support the integration of routine dietary assessment and nutritional interventions into tuberculosis care programs, which may contribute to improved treatment outcomes and patient recovery. Furthermore, the study offers region-specific data that can inform future research, clinical practice, and public health policy aimed at strengthening comprehensive tuberculosis management in resource-limited settings.
	


PART  2.1 (Objective Evaluation)
	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	5
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	4

	

	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
	5
	

	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
	3
The tables are relevant and generally support the study objectives; however, they require substantial revision to improve clarity and consistency. There is duplication of information (Tables 4 and 5 report essentially the same correlation analysis), Table 6 is incomplete, and some tables contain formatting inconsistencies and typographical errors. In addition, the manuscript contains no figures, although a flow diagram of participant selection or graphical presentation of key findings (e.g., nutrient deficiencies or BMI distribution) would improve readability and enhance the presentation of the results.
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	2
The limitations of the study are only briefly mentioned and are not discussed in a dedicated section. Important limitations—such as the cross-sectional design (which precludes causal inference), the use of convenience sampling, the relatively small sample size, potential recall bias associated with the two-day 24-hour dietary recall, and the limited generalizability of findings beyond the selected health centers—should be explicitly acknowledged. A more comprehensive discussion of these limitations and their potential impact on the interpretation of the results would strengthen the manuscript.
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	


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 suitable. It is clear, informative, and accurately reflects the study population, key variables (dietary intake and body mass index), intervention context (anti-tuberculosis treatment), study setting (Namibia), and study design (cross-sectional study).
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO:

The manuscript is scientifically sound overall; however, several issues should be addressed to improve its scientific rigor. These include correcting inconsistencies in the results section (e.g., duplicated correlation tables and the incomplete Table 6), providing a more detailed discussion of study limitations, justifying the sampling strategy, and revising the statistical reporting for consistency. In addition, the manuscript would benefit from careful language editing and reference formatting to enhance clarity and scientific quality.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO:

The reference list is generally relevant but should be updated by including more recent studies (published within the last 3–5 years) on nutritional assessment, dietary interventions, and tuberculosis management. In addition, the authors should correct duplicate and inconsistent references, verify citation accuracy, and ensure that all references are formatted according to the journal's required style.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	No 
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