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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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 research study presents thorough investigation regarding Evaluating the Effectiveness of NPHCDA’s Communication Strategies in Mitigating Polio Vaccine Hesitancy in North Central Nigeria. The manuscript showcases proper evaluation of the communication strategies used to curb the hesitancy of the vaccination. This paper opens a meaningful dialogue for future health professionals and academia. Findings of the study are relevant and beneficial for all the stakeholders. 


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes title is suitable however I recommend that abbreviation NPHCDA’s may be eliminated from title as vaccine hesitancy is a global issue.


	

	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 delivers a good overview about the study.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The scientific quality of the manuscript is strong because it contains sound arguments supported by recent scholarly references.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References require to check and validate throughout the study. 
	

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


	The language is suitable for scholarly communication but need minor revisions.


	

	Optional/General comments


	In-text citation and at the end references are different in most of the cases hence it is recommended that the entire references must be rechecked and validate whether they are accurate and accessible. 
Overall, the topic is interesting and need of the time to explore this important area in the field of health communication. However, there are several areas in the manuscript that deserve improvement. Specific examples are given below.
1. Following intext citation and at the end references are different in most of the cases hence it is recommended that the entire references must be rechecked and validate whether they are accurate and accessible.

2. The in-text citations and the reference list show inconsistencies in many cases as per detail below; therefore, it is recommended that the authors carefully recheck and verify all references to ensure their accuracy, consistency, and accessibility.

3. The in-text citations (Eze et al., 2025, p. 2), (Schmelz, 2024, p. 5), (Etim
et al., 2025, p. 3), Olajire et al. (2025), and (Dagaci et al., 2025, p. 91) cited in the manuscript do not appear in the reference list and should be added or corrected accordingly.

4. The in-text citations are also not consistently formatted according to APA style. For example, at the end of a sentence the citation is written as “Akinyemi et al., (2021),” whereas this format is appropriate only when the authors are mentioned at the beginning of a sentence. Please review and correct this issue throughout the manuscript, particularly on page 2.

5. Several sentences require revision for clarity; for instance, the sentence on page 3, line 23 (“The 2003 boycott by mostly Northern households…”) is ambiguous and may confuse readers and should be rewritten more clearly.

6. The citation at the end of the sentence on page 6, line 5 (“p. In Borno State, Omoleke et al.”) is incorrectly formatted and should be corrected.

7. The following reference appears to be inaccessible and should be rechecked and verified for availability and accuracy: Basheer et al. (2021), Journal of Community Medicine and Primary Health Care, 33(2), 1–12.
8. The manuscript refers to studies based on social cognitive theory, emphasizing the role of role models in normalizing vaccination rather than top-down communication approaches. It is recommended that the authors explicitly discuss whether their own findings support or contradict this theoretical stance and reflect this in the discussion or conclusion so that the theoretical foundation of the study is clearly expressed.
The manuscript establishes substantial promise; however, the suggested minor revisions are necessary to incorporate to make it a good academic piece of writing.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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


	


Reviewer details:

Zaheer Khan, AIOU, Pakistan

Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)

