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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.


	This manuscript presents an innovative and timely study that explores how AI-powered conversational agents can mitigate vaccine hesitancy in low-resource African settings. It addresses a critical intersection of public health, artificial intelligence, and communication technology, with a clear focus on contextualizing AI applications for local African realities. The emphasis on linguistic and cultural adaptation, ethical AI use, and low-bandwidth deployment makes it a valuable contribution to both AI for social good and One Health approaches. The study’s implications for health communication policy and digital health equity are significant and relevant for researchers, policymakers, and public health practitioners.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title accurately reflects the scope and focus 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.


	The abstract is well-structured and effectively summarizes the study’s background, objectives, methods, and key findings. It clearly articulates the problem of vaccine hesitancy and the proposed AI-based intervention.

Suggestion: Consider adding specific results or statistics from the pilot study (even hypothetical or simulated data) to make the abstract more quantitative and compelling.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and methodologically coherent. The qualitative review methodology is appropriate for the study’s objectives. The inclusion of tables, figures, and pilot design strengthens the argument. The logical flow from problem identification → methodology → discussion → recommendations is well maintained.
Suggestion:
· Explicitly cite data sources for some statistics (e.g., percentages in Tables 2, 4, and 8) to reinforce credibility.

· The pilot study design could include clearer details on data collection tools (e.g., surveys, interviews) and evaluation framework.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are adequate and relevant, though some appear incomplete or placeholder-style (e.g., “[ ]”, “[55]”).


· Ensure all in-text citations correspond to full references in the reference list.

· Update with recent (2022–2025) sources on AI and public health in Africa, such as WHO, GSMA, and Nature Digital Medicine publications.


	

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


	The English language is clear, scholarly, and mostly free of grammatical errors. The tone is academic and professional.
Minor stylistic improvements (e.g., replacing conversational phrases like “stuff people hear” with “information disseminated via informal networks”) would enhance formal readability.
	

	Optional/General comments


	-The paper successfully integrates AI ethics, localization, and health communication within a One Health context.

-Figures and tables are informative but could benefit from improved resolution and labeling consistency (e.g., unify figure captions).

-The discussion could be deepened by comparing chatbot effectiveness in other LMICs beyond Africa.

-The conclusion is strong and policy-oriented—commendable.
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