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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 is important for the scientific community because it addresses a critical yet underexplored aspect of healthcare informatics in low- and middle-income countries—information disaster recovery within resource-constrained health systems. By providing empirical evidence from across Nigeria’s six geopolitical zones, the study bridges a significant knowledge gap between theoretical IDR frameworks and real-world implementation challenges. The findings contribute actionable insights for researchers, policymakers, and health IT practitioners by highlighting context-specific vulnerabilities, innovative local solutions, and scalable strategies for digital resilience. Moreover, the proposed future directions offer a valuable foundation for advancing interdisciplinary research in healthcare resilience, cybersecurity, and sustainable digital health infrastructure.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the current title is largely suitable and clearly reflects the scope, context, and focus of the manuscript. It accurately signals the subject (information disaster recovery), the sector (healthcare), the geographical context (Nigeria), and the forward-looking perspective (future directions and digital resilience).
	

	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.


	Yes, the abstract is largely comprehensive, well-structured, and appropriate for a scientific article. It clearly follows a logical flow (Background → Objective → Methods → Results → Conclusions) and provides sufficient detail for readers to understand the scope, methodology, and significance of the study.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is broadly scientifically sound in its concept, structure, and intent; however, it requires further revisions to fully meet the rigorous scientific standards expected by peer-reviewed journals.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally sufficient and relevant, with a good mix of standards, policies, and recent literature. However, inclusion of more peer-reviewed studies from 2020–2025 on healthcare cybersecurity, cloud-based disaster recovery, and digital resilience in low- and middle-income countries would further strengthen the manuscript.
	

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


	No.

While the manuscript is understandable, it contains grammatical errors, inconsistent phrasing, and structural issues that require careful language editing to meet the standards of scholarly communication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript addresses a highly relevant and timely topic with strong potential impact, but it would benefit from methodological clarification, improved language quality, and tighter presentation to fully meet peer-review publication standards.
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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? 


	No major ethical issues are evident; however, the manuscript should explicitly state whether ethical approval and informed consent were obtained for interviews and surveys to fully comply with research ethics standards.
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