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	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 makes a contribution to the scientific community because it gives empirical evidence on how communication strategies can be used to enhance immunisation uptake and improve vaccine hesitancy in a resource-constrained environment. The study has added to the increasing literature on health communication, community involvement, and behaviour modification in the context of the public health effort by investigating the multi-channel communication strategy of UNICEF in Plateau State. The results provide contextually dependent information that can be used to elucidate the planning of culturally responsive and participatory communication plans in other developing areas. Moreover, the study can be handy to policymakers, practitioners in the health sector and development organisations that find evidence-based strategies to enhance child health programmes.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is pretty appropriate, but can be improved with regard to clarity, academic tone and effect.

Recommended better alternatives (more refined and journal-friendly):

A Case Study of UNICEF Communication Policies in the Plateau State of Nigeria in the Fight against Six Major Diseases that Kill Children.


	

	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.


	Yes, the abstract is rather inclusive and includes all the crucial aspects of the work- background, objective, methodology, key findings and recommendations. Nevertheless, it could be reinforced to be better understandable, coherent, and meet the journal requirements with a handful of specific corrections. As Follows: 

· Make the gap in the research clearer.

· Make the section on methodology lean.

· Narrow down the findings section.

· The conclusion should be made understandable.

· Minor deletion/editing


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	On the whole, the manuscript is well-grounded scientifically and methodologically suitable to carry out a study in the areas of health communication and public health. The purpose of the research is clearly stated, the research design used (a survey design) is effective based on the objectives of the research and data collection and analysis procedures are based on the accepted standards of conducting social science research. The theoretical foundation (Health Belief Model) is pertinent and used correctly to explicate behavioural change based on immunisation, and the results are rationalised in connection with available literature.

Some slight scientific and scholastic enhancements are proposed, though. There are also some places where the language and grammatical inconsistencies exist that can influence the clarity, but not the scientific validity. The rigour would be strengthened further by more details on how sampling was conducted (particularly the purposive sampling in the last phase) and a better definition of what is meant by awareness and the behavioural change. Moreover, it would be more transparent to consider the possibility of limitations, namely, the use of self-reported data.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The list of references has a fair start in the topic that is presently included in the manuscript, especially in determining the theoretical framework and putting the study into perspective with prior literature on the topic of health communication and immunisation.

This is a list of references that you can look up and mention where appropriate:

· Health communication and vaccine uptake: Recent systematic reviews or meta-analyses. (e.g., Workman TA, et al., 2022 on the use of strategies to increase vaccination coverage; or Larson HJ, 2021 on the need to address vaccine hesitancy).

· COVID-19 vaccine communication publications with wider implications for immunisation messaging during routine programmes.

· Nigeria or West Africa Country-specific or regional immunisation uptake studies or communication strategies within the past 3-5 years.


	

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


	The quality of the English used and the language used in the manuscript are somewhat appropriate to scholarly communication, but the article needs moderate language editing before it can be published.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	There are no significant ethical issues in the manuscript, and it seems that the study was carried out in a fairly ethical way. The survey of adult respondents in the research does not involve vulnerable groups like children, and this aspect eliminates the risk to ethics.
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