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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	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 critically underexplored but highly consequential area—information disaster recovery (IDR) within healthcare systems in low- and middle-income countries, with Nigeria as a case study. As healthcare delivery becomes increasingly digitized, system resilience and continuity of information systems are essential for patient safety and public health preparedness. The study contributes valuable empirical evidence, contextualized frameworks, and policy-relevant insights that are applicable not only to Nigeria but also to other resource-constrained healthcare systems globally. Its integration of infrastructure, governance, cybersecurity, and emerging technologies strengthens its relevance to health informatics, disaster management, and digital health policy communities.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	Yes.
The title is clear, specific, and accurately reflects the scope, methodology, and thematic focus of the manuscript. It appropriately signals the geographic context, sectoral focus, and forward-looking perspective.

No alternative title is required.

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.

	The abstract is largely comprehensive and well structured, clearly presenting background, objectives, methods, results, and conclusions. However, the following minor improvements are suggested:
· Explicitly state the study design (mixed-methods) in one concise phrase.
· Quantitative findings (e.g., “only 18% of facilities had comprehensive IDR plans”) are strong and should be retained, but could be reduced slightly to improve readability.
· The conclusion sentence may be refined to improve grammatical clarity and conciseness.

Overall, these are minor editorial refinements, not substantive issues.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, with minor reservations.
The manuscript demonstrates sound scientific reasoning, appropriate use of mixed-methods methodology, and logical alignment between objectives, methods, results, and conclusions. Data sources, sampling strategies, and analytical approaches are clearly described.

However, the following scientific clarifications are recommended:
· Clearly distinguish perception-based expert opinions from measured institutional outcomes in the Results section.
· Some correlation statistics (e.g., r values) should explicitly state whether assumptions were tested or whether non-parametric methods were used.

These issues do not undermine the study’s validity but require clarification for methodological rigor.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes.
The reference list is extensive, relevant, and current, with strong representation from 2019–2024 sources. It includes:
· Peer-reviewed journals
· International standards (ISO, NIST)
· National policy documents
· Regionally relevant studies

One recommendation:
· Consider adding WHO digital health resilience guidance or OECD health system resilience reports to strengthen international policy alignment.

	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?

	Partially suitable – Minor to Moderate Editing Required.
The manuscript is understandable and scholarly, but it requires professional language editing due to:
· Grammatical inconsistencies
· Sentence redundancy
· Occasional tense and agreement errors
· Overly long sentences in Discussion and Results sections

These issues are editorial and do not affect scientific merit.

	

	Optional/General comments

	· Figures (PRISMA diagram and IDR framework) are conceptually strong but should be visually standardized and better referenced in the text.
· The Discussion section is rich but could benefit from slight condensation to avoid repetition.
· The manuscript would be strengthened by a brief limitations subsection explicitly acknowledging sampling and generalizability constraints.

	















	PART  2: 


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


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	No ethical issues identified.
The study involves expert interviews and institutional surveys without identifiable personal data. Ethical considerations are adequately implied, but the manuscript may benefit from a short statement confirming ethical approval or exemption, if applicable.
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