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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.
	This paper represents a positive and useful advancement in the area of mathematical epidemiology by improving existing models of measles transmission.For public health officials working in areas that are at risk for ongoing measles outbreaks, sensitivity results with respect to vaccination and public awareness should be extremely informative.
	


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
	5 

The title  covers the key points: measles transmission, how awareness in the population plays a role, and vaccination. It’s straightforward and fits the study perfectly.
	

	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
	5

The abstract address the main points of the study—it covers why the research matters, how it was done, and what came out of it. It points out that the model looks at both the incubation period and people’s awareness, which is pretty important. The abstract really emphasizes how vital vaccination and public awareness are when it comes to keeping the disease in check.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4

Yes they are. However, adding "Mathematical Model" or "Compartmental Model" would further improve their utility.
	

	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
	5

Yes, The introduction provides a comprehensive background on measles, its impact, and existing mathematical models. It clearly identifies the research gap—the omission of the latent period and awareness in many models—and logically leads to the study's objectives. The organization is excellent.
	

	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
	5

Yes, The research objectives are written clearly at the end of the introduction. The objective of this research is to present a revised model incorporating a class which is explicitly exposed and a parameter of awareness, extending the Alemneh & Belay (2023) model. The objectives are specific and concise.
	

	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
	4

The literature review seems extensive. It references a diverse range of literature concerning the modeling of measles. The problem is that most references date from 2023 or before. By adding more of the most recent papers (from 2024-2025) this review could be significantly improved.
	

	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
	5

Yes, The methodology is robust and appropriate for the stated objectives. The model formulation, assumptions, and mathematical analysis (including stability analysis, calculation of R₀, sensitivity analysis, and numerical simulations) are sound and standard for this type of epidemiological modeling.
	

	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
	N/A

Ethical issues are not applicable to this study, as it is a mathematical modeling study using previously published data and parameters from the literature, with no direct human or animal subjects.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4

The findings are shown in two parts, a sensitivity analysis and a numerical simulation. The sensitivity indices are tabulated clearly and illustrated with graph. Figures on numerical simulation are neat though there are missing descriptions to some captions (Fig 4, 6, 12). Text on results is fairly easy to understand and related with the graph appropriately.
	

	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
	  4

All tables and figures are relevant and necessary. Table 4 and Figure 2 are effective for the sensitivity analysis. The simulation figures effectively illustrate the impact of varying key parameters. However , many figure captions are missing or incomplete  e.g.Figure 6  and Figure 12 have no caption. Figure 4's caption is incomplete (Total population against). This needs to be corrected.
	

	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
	3

Main body of the text is concerned with showing the results, there is very little compared with the literature given in the intro. Should be added: there should be more discussion on what results predicted and agree with existing literature  e.g. results from [26], [25] .
	

	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
	5

The conclusions are well-supported by the data presented. The statements about the importance of vaccination, awareness, pathogen decay, and cohort vaccination are directly derived from the simulation results and sensitivity analysis.
	

	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
	2

There is no section outlining limitations to the study. While resource limitations is briefly addressed within the conclusion, there is no mention of model assumptions  e.g.  awareness does not change over time, perfect mixing or parameter uncertainty that will reduce the validity of the model over larger time scales.
	

	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
	5

The references are highly relevant to the topic and are sufficient in number. They cover foundational and recent work in measles modeling. The formatting is consistent.
	

	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
	4

The language is mostly intelligible English, but is in need of significant language editing because there are numerous grammatical errors, typographical errors, and ungrammatical and awkward phrases.
	


	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):



	
	Author’s Feedback

	1. Discussion Section: This "results and discussion" section is more a description of results and needs to be extended to be a discussion and interpretation of the results with reference to previous research. For example how does the conclusion of the awareness rate being significantly sensitive negative correspond to other models of behavioral change? How has the model outperformed the baseline Alemneh & Belay (2023) it relies on?
Limitations: This model is significantly incomplete without a limitations section.

2. The limitations of this model need to be acknowledged; for example the constant awareness rate assumption, homogeneous population assumption, and deterministic model assumption need to be discussed in their effects on results.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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