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	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.

	The manuscript gives valuable, localized data on a critical public health issue, which is the paradox of high immunization awareness co-existing with a significant vaccine hesitancy. The findings from Isoko LGAs in Delta State are important for understanding the complex barriers, such as fear of side effects and religious-cultural influences that persist even in communities with good health communication. This research findings are important for designing targeted, specific community-based interventions to improve vaccine uptake in rural and semi-urban Nigeria, thereby contributing to the broader goal of epidemic preparedness and control.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	
The title is suitable, and it clearly describes the study's focus, variables, and study location. It is academically appropriate for this study.
	

	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 is somehow comprehensive, but it also contains a critical error. The methodology sentence states: "...cross tabulation analysis was performed to establish the factors influencing utilization of primary health care across residents." This is inconsistent with the paper's title and content, which focus on immunization awareness and attitudes, not primary health care utilization. This sentence must be corrected to reflect the actual analyses performed. Furthermore, the abstract should explicitly mention the striking finding that 47.5% of respondents had refused a vaccine despite high reported awareness and positive attitudes.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound with a strong design and valuable data. However, there are significant issues affecting its correctness:
1. Major Inconsistency: The erroneous sentence in the abstract about "primary health care utilization" (see above) is a serious flaw that must be rectified.
2. Unreported Analysis: The Discussion section mentions a Chi-Square Test showing a significant association between gender and awareness level (p=0.046). This statistical test and the resulting "awareness level" variable are not described in the Methodology or presented in the Results section. This is a major omission.
3. Instrument Validation: The "Validity and Reliability" section claims the questionnaire was adapted from reputable sources but provides no data on pilot testing, factor analysis, or Cronbach's alpha to demonstrate its reliability and validity for this specific study population.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally sufficient and include a good number of recent (2024) publications, which is commendable. However, several citations in the Discussion (e.g., Ashfield et al., 2023; Hoffman et al., 2024) are not listed in the reference section. The author must ensure all in-text citations have a corresponding complete entry in the reference list.
	

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

	The language is generally suitable for scholarly communication but requires thorough proofreading. There are typographical errors ("ABSRACT", "EXCLUSION CRITARIA", "SAMLE SIZE"), and some sentences are awkwardly constructed. A careful review by a native English speaker or professional editing service is recommended to polish the manuscript.
	

	Optional/General comments

	Strengths: The study addresses a highly relevant topic, has a robust sample size, a high response rate, and uses an appropriate multi-stage sampling technique. The data in the tables is clear and well-presented.

Weaknesses: The two major issues (incorrect abstract sentence and unreported statistical test) undermine the manuscript's integrity and must be addressed. The discussion, while comprehensive, is lengthy and would benefit from a clearer structure that first summarizes the study's own key findings before comparing them with the literature.

Table 3: The percentages in the first row ("Immunization is important...") sum to 99.9% (36.7+51.1+9.6+2.5). The underlying data should be checked for rounding errors.
The manuscript presents valuable and relevant data but requires Major Revision due to critical errors in the abstract and the discussion referencing statistical analyses that are not presented in the results. These issues are significant but can be remedied by the authors.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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