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	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 manuscript plays a vital role for the scientific community, offering important insights into vaccination coverage for children aged 0-23 months in the Dabola health district of Guinea. By understanding immunization rates in this area, we can pinpoint gaps in healthcare access and develop strategies to enhance vaccine distribution and uptake. The findings are significant for global initiatives aimed at improving child health and reducing preventable diseases, especially in underserved regions. Moreover, this research aids policymakers and healthcare professionals in crafting targeted interventions to bolster immunization programs and achieve broader public health objectives.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Vaccination coverage for children aged 0-23 months in the Dabola health district (Guinea).
	

	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 does a great job of summarizing the study, but there are a few spots where we could make things clearer and more complete:

Introduction: It would be beneficial to touch on the wider public health implications of low vaccination rates, like how they can lead to disease outbreaks beyond just the area being studied.

Method: It would help to clarify how the clusters were randomly selected—was there a specific sampling technique used? Also, mentioning any ethical considerations or approvals would really strengthen the methodology.

Results: The gender distribution appears to be quite unbalanced (92% female). It would be clearer to specify whether this refers to the children or the respondents. Plus, pointing out any statistical significance in the findings would add more depth.

Conclusion: While the conclusion does a good job of summarizing the findings, it could use a stronger focus on recommendations. What strategies could be put in place to boost vaccination rates? Are there any policy implications to consider?

Overall, the abstract is well-organized, but refining these points would really enhance its impact and readability.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally solid from a scientific standpoint, but there are a few areas where clarity and thoroughness could be improved:

Methodology: The study design is clearly laid out, but it would be beneficial to specify how the clusters were randomly selected to boost transparency. Additionally, including information about ethical approvals or considerations would add to the research's credibility.

Data Analysis: Using Epi Info software is a good choice, but providing more details on the statistical tests used (like confidence intervals and significance levels) would strengthen the findings.

Results Interpretation: The gender distribution (92% female) raises some questions—clarifying whether this pertains to children or respondents would be useful. Moreover, discussing potential biases in data collection, such as recall bias regarding vaccination history, would enhance the scientific integrity of the work.

Conclusion: While the manuscript does a great job of pointing out gaps in vaccination coverage, it could be improved by placing a stronger focus on actionable recommendations. What specific interventions could help tackle the identified barriers?

Overall, the manuscript is well-organized and offers valuable insights, but refining these elements would certainly boost its scientific rigor.
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	Yes, the references are sufficient and recent
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	Yes, the English language quality of this article is suitable for scholarly communications
	

	Optional/General comments


	With those little adjustments I have made above, the manuscript could be ready for publication
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