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PART 1

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 provides a great evidence on strategies to improve childhood immunization in the rural community of Nigeria since under-vaccination remains persistent public health crisis. Moreover, the study provides a great extent insights to Public Health Care providers such as Nurses, Doctors and other health care team.

The findings provides an essential literacy across the community-important for policy and programmatic interventions aimed at reducing inequities in immunization coverage in low-resource and rural community.
	



PART  2
	

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The title is clear, concise and accurate which reflects the focus and goal of the study on determinants of complete childhood immunization. In addition, it provides an easy to understand title that also targets general public readers, making it highly appropriate  for the study presented

Rating: 4
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
The Abstract is comprehensive, and it clearly summarizes the study aim, background, objectives, methods, results, and conclusions. However, the abstract is quite dense; readers might need to take time to read to absorb all numerical data. For readability for broader audience, minor revision is required.

Rating: 4
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The keywords are appropriate, relevant and cover the main aspects for the study. 

Rating: 5
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The background is detailed, well-structured and logically arranged. It firmly defines the world and national situation of childhood immunization, shows the gaps in coverage, and defines the causes of incomplete immunization both in the health system and among the caregivers. The authors adequately substantiate the necessity of the study by providing suitable literature, statistics, and the rationale of the community intervention of the situation based on volunteers in rural Nigeria. This gives a good ground on the objectives and relevance of the study.

Rating: 5
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The research objectives are clearly stated and specific. The study clearly defines the population, intervention, and outcome of interest, provide an easy-to-read material of study for the general readers. Moreover, the objectives aligned well with the study. However, the study does not explicitly state any hypothesis which could further strengthened clarity and guided the interpretation results

Rating: 4
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The literature review is relevant, covering global, national, and local contexts of childhood immunization. However, the few references used seem somewhat redundant and it might have focused more on the recent community-based interventions or even other such randomized trials that have been conducted in Nigeria in order to better prove the originality of the given study. The review could also be enhanced by adding some 2025-2026 studies.

Rating: 4
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The research Methodology is highly appropriate and generally rigorous, with the use of parallel-group randomized controlled trial strengthening the validity of the findings. But there are some methodological issues. The sampling technique of using consecutive sampling in the selected facilities could result in selection bias and generalization. Blinding could not be done which would create performance or response bias.

Rating: 3

	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Ethical considerations have been dealt with to some extent because the methodology states informed consent and participation eligibility. Nevertheless, the most important ethical information is not clearly indicated, including the name of an institutional ethics review board, approval number, and steps to guarantee confidentiality and data security.

Rating: 3
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The results are presented clearly and in well-structured manner. Key Findings are supported with appropriate statistical measures.

Rating:5
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The Tables and figures appear relevant and aligned with the study objectives, particularly in presenting participant flow (CONSORT Diagram) and key result.
Rating: 4
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The discussion appropriately relates the study findings to the existing bodies of literature. It highlights consistencies and reinforces known determinants. However, it could be more strengthened by providing deeper critical analysis of conflicting findings.

Rating: 4
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The conclusions are well supported by the data presented. Interpretations remain consistent with the statistical findings

Rating 5
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The research also mentions certain limitations, especially associated with the design, including absence of blinding and possible biases during the responses of the subjects. The limitations are not discussed in a proper way, though.

Rating:3
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	References are up to date and, as a rule, adequate to prove the background, rationale, and discussion of the study. They involve a combination of international reports and country-specific information, as well as peer-reviewed studies, which appropriately contextualize childhood immunization and its determinants; however, more recent studies (e.g., 2025-2026) and a wider range of information sources may add more strength to the literature base.

Rating: 4
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	The paper is usually presented in clear and comprehensible terms, with the relevant application of scientific terminology and the logical structure between the sections. Nonetheless, certain parts of the paper are rather thick, especially the abstract and methodology, which might be made a bit more concise and clear in complex sentences.

Rating: 4
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