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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 is important to the scientific community as it bridges artificial intelligence and public health, presenting innovative, scalable solutions to combat vaccine hesitancy in low-resource African settings. By proposing culturally adaptive and multimodal conversational agents, it advances understanding of how AI can enhance vaccine literacy and trust in healthcare systems. The study’s focus on indigenous languages, ethical data practices, and low-bandwidth deployment fills a critical research gap in digital health equity. Its insights contribute valuable guidance for future interdisciplinary work in AI-driven health communication and global public health innovation.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title “Leveraging AI-Powered Conversational Agents to Address Vaccine Hesitancy in Low-Resource African Settings: A Public Health Perspective” is clear, relevant, and academically sound. It accurately reflects the manuscript’s focus on AI-driven chatbot interventions for vaccine literacy within African contexts. However, it could be made more concise and impactful by emphasizing the innovation and application area more directly.


	

	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 comprehensive and well-structured, clearly outlining the study’s background, objectives, methodology, and expected outcomes. It effectively highlights the public health problem (vaccine hesitancy), the proposed AI-based solution (conversational agents), and the contextual focus on low-resource African settings. The emphasis on cultural adaptation, multilingual delivery, and scalability is commendable and relevant to the manuscript’s theme.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct and well-structured, presenting a sound qualitative review supported by relevant literature and credible data sources.
Its proposed AI-based framework for addressing vaccine hesitancy is logical, contextually appropriate, and ethically grounded.
The methodology and evaluation metrics are clearly defined and align with the study objectives. Minor additions of empirical evidence could further strengthen its scientific validity and impact.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references in the manuscript are generally sufficient and relevant, covering key studies on AI, vaccine hesitancy, and public health communication.
Most sources appear credible and appropriately cited from recognized databases and organizations. However, the inclusion of more recent references (2022–2024) on conversational AI applications and digital health interventions in Africa would enhance currency.

Both [5] and [6] references are same need to change….Need to add page number and Volume and issue into some references.
	

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


	Yes, the language and English quality of the manuscript are suitable for scholarly communication, with clear articulation of ideas and academic tone. Minor editing for conciseness and smoother transitions in a few sections could further enhance readability.


	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript presents a timely and impactful study integrating AI and public health to address vaccine hesitancy in Africa. It is well-organized and insightful, though incorporating more recent empirical data could further strengthen its contribution.
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