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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.
	The manuscript is quite important and will be useful for informed decision-making. HPV vaccination in Nigeria is quite low among general population, so checking with Health professionals who can help with community acceptance is quite and one of the steps in improving the awareness among the general population.
	


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
	2. Needs improvement 
The title needs to be adjusted, looking at the research, the study area is limited to the geographical location in Nigeria, so it cannot be titled or referenced to the whole country. I will advise that the title is streamlined to the geographic area the study was conducted. Example like this 

“Human Papillomavirus Prevalence and Immunization Patterns among Female Health Sciences Students in River State, Nigeria”
 
	

	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
	2. Needs improvement
The study was conducted in Nigeria, and in both the introduction and the literature in the abstract, there was no single reference to any information from Nigeria. The author needs to work on that and include a line or two of literature about HPV situation or cervical cancer statistics in Nigeria
	

	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
	

	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
Very few background information on the topic about the present situation in Nigeria.
	

	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
	3. Satisfactory 

	

	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
	2. Needs improvement

The research was conducted in Nigeria, the author needs to do more in the literature to search and reference studies and statistics of HPV vaccination coverage and cervical cancer prevalence in Nigeria. All these were totally missing in the literature information
	

	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 author needs to reference the equation used and also the figures from the sample size calculation. Also the inclusion and exclusion criteria not seen
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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 author quoted studies and research done in Nigeria which corroborates with his/her findings.
	

	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
	

	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
	3. Satisfactory
	

	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
	2. Needs improvement
The reference is quite small, as I stated above, relevant literature about Nigeria should be included under the literature review and also under methodology; the sample size calculation equation and figures were not referenced.
	

	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
	3. Satisfactory
	


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, but after all corrections stated above are effected.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes but after the corrections stated above are affected 
	

	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.
	No
The reference is quite small, as I stated above, relevant literature about Nigeria should be included under the literature review and also under methodology; the sample size calculation equation and figures were not referenced. A minimum of 25 references for this article
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	No
	


PART 3. Confidential Comments (If any) to the Editor:

	Reviewer’s comment (If any)



	The article is quite interesting and will be beneficial in the field of public health. I will propose for it to be accepted after all corrections are effected.



PART  4: Declaration of Competing Interest of the Reviewer:

	Here reviewer should declare his/her competing interest. 

If nothing to declare he/she can write “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer”


	I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer


PART  5: Objective Evaluation:
	Guideline
	MARKS of this manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 

(Highest: 10  Lowest: 0 )

Guideline: 

Accept As It Is: (>9-10)

Minor Revision: (>8-9)

Major Revision: (>7-8)

Serious Major revision: (>5-7)

Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)

Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
	7.5


PART 6

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



	
	Author’s Feedback

	The article is quite interesting and will be beneficial in the field of public health. I will propose for it to be accepted after all corrections are effected.
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