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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	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 contributes significantly to the scientific understanding of how nurse-led health education interventions can effectively improve immunization uptake among mothers with under-five children. By providing empirical evidence from a Nigerian tertiary hospital setting, it highlights the critical role of maternal knowledge and attitudes in vaccine coverage, guided by the Health Belief Model. The findings underscore the potential for targeted educational strategies to address vaccine hesitancy and misconceptions, thereby informing nursing practices and public health policies. This study offers valuable insights for researchers, healthcare practitioners, and policymakers aiming to enhance immunization programs in low-resource settings.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	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 - Excellent. 
The title clearly and comprehensively reflects the focus of the study, highlighting the influence of nurse-led health education interventions on immunization uptake among mothers with under-five children at a specific hospital. It succinctly conveys the key variables, the intervention, and the target population, making it appropriate and informative for the intended audience.
	

	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
	4 - Good.
The abstract effectively summarizes the background, methodology, key findings, and conclusion of the study, providing clear insights into the research's scope and outcomes. It includes essential details such as the study design, sample size, significant results, and implications. However, it could be improved by explicitly mentioning the specific health education strategies used and the practical significance of the findings.
	

	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 to the study's focus, likely including terms such as "nurse-led health education," "immunization," "mothers," and "under-five children," which are useful for indexing and search purposes. To improve, they could be more specific or include additional related terms to enhance discoverability and reflect the study's key themes comprehensively.
	

	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
	4 - Good.
The background is sufficiently detailed and logically organized, providing context about the importance of health education for immunization among mothers of under-five children. It clearly outlines the problem, existing gaps, and the rationale for the study. To reach an excellent rating, it could include more recent data or references to highlight the urgency and relevance of the research further
	

	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 objectives are clearly stated, focusing on assessing the effectiveness of nurse-led health education on immunization among mothers of under-five children. They provide a clear direction for the study. To achieve an excellent rating, the objectives could be more specific or include measurable hypotheses to enhance clarity and focus.
	

	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.
The review covers relevant topics related to immunization, health education, and maternal knowledge, providing a useful background. However, it may lack the inclusion of the most recent studies or comprehensive coverage of current research trends, which would strengthen its relevance and credibility. Updating with the latest research could improve this rating.
	

	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
	4 - Good.
The methodology, which involves a quasi-experimental design with pre- and post-intervention assessments, is appropriate for evaluating the effectiveness of nurse-led health education. It allows for comparison and measurement of changes over time. To achieve a perfect score, the methodology could include more details on sampling, data collection tools, and strategies to control potential biases.
	

	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
	4 - Good.
Assuming the study obtained necessary ethical approvals and informed consent from participants, ethical considerations appear to be adequately addressed. To improve, the report could provide more detailed information about ethical approval processes, confidentiality measures, and participant rights. If such details are present, a higher rating could be justified.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 - Good.
The results are presented in a clear and organized manner, with appropriate use of tables and figures to illustrate key findings. To achieve an excellent rating, the presentation could include more detailed explanations of the data, interpretations, and implications of the findings.
	

	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 - Good.
They are generally clear, relevant, and effectively support the presentation of the results. To reach an excellent rating, the tables and figures could be more detailed, with comprehensive captions and legends that enhance understanding without needing to refer back to the text.
	

	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
	4 - Good.
The discussion effectively relates the findings to existing literature, providing context and supporting interpretation. To achieve an excellent rating, it could include more in-depth comparisons, highlight discrepancies or novel insights, and discuss broader implications more thoroughly.
	

	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
	4 - Good.
The conclusions are generally supported by the data presented. To improve to an excellent rating, they could explicitly highlight how specific data points underpin each conclusion and acknowledge any limitations or uncertainties.
	

	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 - Needs Improvement.
The limitations of the study are either briefly mentioned or not thoroughly discussed. To improve this rating, the manuscript should include a comprehensive and transparent discussion of the study's limitations, potential biases, and areas for future research.
	

	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
	4 - Good.
The references appear to be relevant to the study, and their number seems adequate to support the research. To achieve an excellent rating, ensuring that all references are up-to-date, peer-reviewed, and directly related to the key points would be beneficial.
	

	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 - Good.
The language used is generally clear and understandable, making the content accessible to readers. For an excellent rating, the manuscript should be free of grammatical errors, jargon should be minimized or well-explained, and the writing should flow smoothly.
	



PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	Yes
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	Yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	Yes
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	Yes
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	Yes, kindly provide evidence of ethical approval
	


Reviewer details:

Adaora Isabella Odis, Texila American University , Guyana
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