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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	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 systematic review used the PRISMA framework to evaluate studies on HBV vaccination effectiveness in Nigeria from 2016 to 2025. It included ten cross-sectional studies with 13,442 participants, analysed using JBI tools. This manuscript is of definite relevance in the area of public health. There are some comments for author’s consideration.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	This manuscript is a systematic review of the performance of hepatitis B vaccination program in Nigeria and barely touches upon the effectiveness of program. Please modify the title the title to reflect the content of the manuscript.
	

	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.


	· Please re-write the abstract section. Please mention the number of manuscripts reviewed, and the final number were included in your systematic review. 

· Please include the objective of the study in the background section of the abstract.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Introduction
· Please re-write the context section. There no coherence in this section and it is hard to follow. Please merely include the data that is relevant to your study objectives.

· It has been stated that: “The vaccination regimen commences with an initial dose provided at birth, then progresses to subsequent doses at 6, 10, and 14 weeks”, the time schedule is in weeks or months?

· Please clarify the relevance of this statement in the background section: “Consequently, embedding antimalarial therapy within every mother-to-baby health service is imperative.”

Review:

· Please include only the data in the "study setting" that pertains to the study objective, such as population structure, fertility rate, and similar factors.

Search Terms and Phrases

· Please correct the following statement: "Utilizing the PIO framework, this review aimed at...." Should it not refer to the PICO framework instead?

· Search Strategy section has been duplicated. Please remove the repeated section.

Study Selection and Data Extraction

· This statement has been repeated in the previous paragraph: “Data extraction was performed independently by two reviewers to minimise bias. Any inconsistencies were addressed through consensus or consultation with a third reviewer, ensuring the reliability of the synthesised data.

· Tables should stand alone with a clear table title.

Quality assessment

· This section has been repeated under the section “Methodological Quality of Included Studies”. Please merge the two sections.

· This statement has been reiterated in the previous paragraph: “Research discrepancies were addressed either by discussing them or by seeking the opinion of a third reviewer.”

· Specify the methods used to assess risk of bias in the included studies.

Study Selection
· Figures need to stand alone. Please provide a clear Figure legend.

Methodological Quality of Included Studies

· Please mention the test statics used for this analysis: “Inter-rater agreement between the two independent reviewers was high (κ = 0.88; p < 0.001), confirming excellent consistency in quality ratings”.

Characteristics of included studies

· Please change this subheading to the study findings.

Discussion

· The first paragraph of this section does not provide a summary of your study methods and a general interpretation of the results in the context of other evidence. Please re-write this paragraph.

· There is no coherence in and depth in the discussion section and it does not flow. I would recommend re-writing this section based on the findings from results section but in an organized, well-structured manner.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	One of the references cited in the manuscript is outdated. “Odusanya, O. O., Alufohai, F. E., Meurice, F. P., Wellens, R., Weil, J., & Ahonkhai, V. I. (2005). Prevalence of hepatitis B surface antigen in vaccinated children and controls in rural Nigeria. International Journal of Infectious Diseases, 9(3), 139-143. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijid.2004.06.009”. Please use more recent references  for in-text citation.
	

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


	English needs to be Professional proofreaders. It is suggested to use professional English editing services to improve your manuscript. You also need to run a grammar and spelling checking on the manuscript.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This manuscript is essential to be concise and refrain from reiterating points in various sections of the manuscript to enhance clarity and facilitate understanding.

	


	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 details)
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