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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.


	The manuscript contributes to the literature on health communication and child health promotion by focusing on institutional communication strategies rather than clinical interventions alone. By examining UNICEF’s role in combating major childhood diseases, the study offers insights relevant to public health practitioners, development agencies, and policymakers. The regional focus on Plateau State adds contextual value. With clearer methodology and stronger analysis, the study could inform future communication-driven public health initiatives in similar settings.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is appropriate and clearly reflects the scope, focus, and geographical context of the study. It accurately captures the central theme of communication strategies and childhood disease prevention. No revision is necessary.


	

	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 outlines the general purpose of the study but requires improvement. It should clearly state the research design, data sources, sample size (if applicable), and analytical methods. The findings are presented in broad terms and should be supported by more specific results. The conclusion of the abstract should emphasize key implications rather than restating background information.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript addresses a relevant research problem and adopts an approach suitable for communication and public health research. However, the methodology section lacks sufficient detail regarding research design, sampling procedures, data collection instruments, and data analysis techniques. There is limited explanation of how communication effectiveness was measured. In some sections, conclusions appear to go beyond the evidence presented. Greater alignment between objectives, methods, results, and conclusions is required to strengthen scientific rigor.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally relevant, but the manuscript would benefit from incorporating more recent peer-reviewed literature on health communication, behavior change communication, and child health interventions from the last five years. Some references require formatting corrections and more consistent citation style in line with journal guidelines.
	

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


	The language requires significant improvement. The manuscript contains grammatical errors, repetitive phrasing, long sentences, and inconsistencies in tense and style. Professional language editing is strongly recommended to enhance clarity, readability, and academic tone.


	

	Optional/General comments


	The literature review should be more focused and analytically driven rather than descriptive. Clear subheadings would improve structure and readability. The results section should present findings more systematically, avoiding overlap with discussion. A dedicated limitations subsection should be included to acknowledge constraints related to study design, data sources, and generalizability. The conclusion should be concise and policy-oriented, clearly linking communication strategies to measurable public health outcomes.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No major ethical concerns are evident. However, the manuscript should explicitly state whether ethical approval was obtained and whether informed consent was secured where primary data collection was involved.


	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No competing interest issues are identified
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	No plagiarism is suspected.


	


	PART  3: Declaration of Competing Interest of the Reviewer:



	Here reviewer should declare his/her competing interest. If nothing to declare he/she can write “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer”
I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer.
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	Guideline
	MARKS of this  manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 

( Highest: 10  Lowest: 0 )

Guideline: 

Accept As It Is: (>9-10)

Minor Revision: (>8-9)

Major Revision: (>7-8)

Serious Major revision: (>5-7)

Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)

Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
	Overall Marks: 7 / 10
Recommendation: Major Revision
The manuscript addresses an important topic but requires substantial revision to improve methodological transparency, analytical depth, coherence, and language quality before it can be considered for publication.
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