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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 presents an important concept assessing knowledge and willingness of parents to allow their female adolescents to receive the HPV vaccine. These important outcomes can hamper the success of an HPV vaccination campaign. Therefore it is crucial that these challenges on the perspectives of parents are documented and addressed
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The tittle doesn’t look suitable juxtaposed to the aim presented in the abstract and the background. The aim talks about to “assess parent’s knowledge of HPV vaccination and their willingness to vaccinate their children. Uptake seems to be a secondary outcome. 
Suggested tittle could be “Human Papilloma Virus vaccination knowledge and willingness to vaccinate adolescents among parents attending an outpatient clinic in South-South Nigeria”
	

	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 not well structured; authors could use a basic structure of Background, Methods, Results and Conclusions. Background provides a summary of contextual rationale for the study and end with a general aim of the study; Methods section detail all the materials including the study design and duration; Results present the main findings reflecting the study aims; and conclusion.
When writing decimals complete them for example 0.05 instead of .05

For adjusted analysis, It is always better to report the 95% Confidence Interval because it provides readers with a more comprehensive assessment of the association by visualizing the point estimate, width of the interval and direction (<1 or >1 for ratio measures of association)

There are multiple typos, authors can proof read and address them
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript could be scientifically correct if the suggested revisions are done
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are fine
	

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


	Yes the English is suitable save for a few typos that can be addressed 
	

	Optional/General comments


	Manuscript can be considered after major revision
Background

1. Second sentence - Verify this figure 2,869 million at risk of cancer yet only 300 million have active HPV infection

2. Abbreviate Human Papilloma Virus as “HPV” at first mention and subsequently used “HPV”

3. Background especially paragraph 3 has a lot of repletion as highlighted in the manuscript

Methods

1. Setting: The setting needs more detail. How big is the health facility, What services are provided what is the estimated number of patients; daily? Or Monthly? Then what is the size of the clinic? 

2. Study population: Needs clear description. Were these parents who had adolescent girls at the point of data collection? Or adolescents in general as is portrayed? What was the age range of adolescents considered? 

3. Exclusion: What was the definition of critically ill?

4. Sample size: Noted the formula. The estimate used of 19.0%, Was it an estimate of  knowledge? Or willingness to accept vaccination for parent’s adolescent. If it is one of the two, what was the estimate for the second one. And what was the estimated sample size for factors associated with willingness? Also I noted the systematic random sampling technique, this is not how it is done! The participants don’t have an equal chance of participation if recruited at different days because each day has a different sampling frame. Also non-response was not adjusted for 

5. On the outcome of knowledge, What is the justification for using 5 as a threshold for knowledge?
6. Multivariable regression model building not clearly explained? What variables were considered in adjusted analysis and why?

Results

1. No characteristics of adolescents were collected from parents? 

2. Age is presented both as numeric and categorical, one approach should be presented 

3. Questions that assessed knowledge not clear (do they come from both table 2 and 3)?

4. Key outcomes knowledge and willingness should be presented with Confidence interval

5. Table 6 not clear, categories of variables not presented, Refer to the comments on analysis 

Discussion

1. Discussion need to be strengthened all through. Check the manuscript for comments 
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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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