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	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 manuscript addresses a relevant public-health problem by analysing how vaccination, awareness, and environmental contamination interact in measles transmission. The topic is suitable for a journal in applied mathematical epidemiology, and the model structure has potential practical value for settings with incomplete vaccination coverage. However, the present version still needs substantial improvement before it can be considered reliable and publishable because the mathematical presentation, notation consistency, figure quality, discussion depth, and language require major revision.
Major issues to address:
1. Standardize notation, compartment labels, and figure/table numbering throughout the manuscript.
2. Present the force of infection, reproduction-number derivation, and stability arguments more rigorously and transparently.
3. Improve the readability of figures, captions, legends, axes, and simulation descriptions.
4. Expand the discussion, add explicit limitations, and thoroughly proofread the manuscript and references.
	














































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
	4 (Good) — The title is clear, specific, and generally well aligned with the content.
	

	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
	3 (Satisfactory) — The abstract summarizes the study, but it should report the main methodological approach and key numerical findings more precisely.
	

	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 (Good) — The keywords are relevant, although adding terms such as environmental transmission or awareness modelling would improve discoverability.
	

	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
	3 (Satisfactory) — The background is relevant, but the narrative flow and organization should be tightened.
	

	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
	4 (Good) — The study objective is understandable, though it could be stated more explicitly at the end of the introduction.
	

	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
	3 (Satisfactory) — Relevant studies are cited, but the review is not sufficiently synthesized and should be updated and better connected to the manuscript’s novelty.
	

	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
	3 (Satisfactory) — The modelling framework is appropriate, but several assumptions and analytical steps need stronger justification and clearer derivation.
	

	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 — No direct human or animal experimental ethics issues arise from this mathematical modelling study.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 (Satisfactory) — The results are reported, but their presentation and interpretation need substantial clarification.
	

	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
	2 (Needs Improvement) — Several tables/figures suffer from numbering, caption, readability, and formatting problems.
	

	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
	2 (Needs Improvement) — The discussion is mostly descriptive and needs stronger engagement with existing literature.
	

	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
	3 (Satisfactory) — The conclusions are broadly consistent with the simulations, but some claims should be stated more cautiously.
	

	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
	1 (Poor) — The limitations of the study are essentially absent and should be explicitly discussed.
	

	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
	3 (Satisfactory) — The references are partly relevant, but the list requires formatting correction, quality control, and some updating.
	

	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
	2 (Needs Improvement) — The manuscript requires major English-language editing and proofreading.
	





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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	The manuscript is potentially publishable after extensive revision. My main concerns are the inconsistent notation and compartment labels, insufficient mathematical clarity in the stability and threshold analysis, weak figure/table presentation, limited literature integration in the discussion, and substantial language/editing problems. I would support a serious major revision only if the authors provide a carefully revised manuscript with clearer derivations, corrected figures and numbering, a proper limitations section, and thorough proofreading.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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