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	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 review offers a comprehensive and well-structured synthesis of evidence on routine childhood immunization coverage and its determinants in Nigeria. A major strength is the shift from viewing coverage as a single endpoint to conceptualizing it as a process—moving from zero-dose status through initiation, continuation, and completion. The integration of equity, missed opportunities for vaccination, and health system reliability gives the manuscript strong policy relevance. The paper is suitable for publication after moderate revisions aimed at improving methodological clarity, analytical sharpness, and conciseness in selected sections.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is suitable. It accurately reflects the scope, population, and focus of the manuscript. It clearly signals that the paper is a review and that it addresses both coverage and determinants within the Nigerian context.
	

	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. It clearly summarizes the background, scope, key determinants, and programmatic implications of the review. The emphasis on zero-dose children, missed opportunities, and multi-level determinants is appropriate and aligned with current global immunization priorities
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound. The arguments are consistent with the cited literature, and interpretations are cautious and well-contextualized. The discussion appropriately distinguishes between household-level, community-level, and health system determinants, and avoids overclaiming causality where evidence is primarily observational. Measurement limitations and data-source constraints are acknowledged.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient, relevant, and largely up to date. The manuscript includes recent studies (2023–2025) alongside foundational literature, achieving a good balance continuity. The inclusion of geospatial analyses, zero-dose–focused studies, and recent scoping reviews strengthens the evidence base. No essential references appear to be missing, though future updates could consider emerging implementation science evaluations as they become available.
	

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


	The language quality is appropriate for scholarly communication. The writing is clear, precise, and largely free of grammatical or stylistic issues. Terminology is used consistently, and complex concepts are explained in a way that remains accessible to a broad scientific audience. Only minor stylistic edits may be needed for conciseness in a few longer sections.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Overall, this is a strong and policy-relevant review that successfully integrates epidemiological evidence with programmatic insight. Its cascade-based framing and attention to measurement issues make it particularly useful for researchers and decision-makers working to reduce immunization inequities in high-burden settings. With minor refinements for clarity and proportional balance, the manuscript would make a valuable contribution to the immunization and global health literature
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

NO
	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	NO
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	plagiarism is not suspected
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