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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 article provides empirical data on how physical shelter deficits and broader poverty intersect across rural communities in the Niger Delta. Constructing a localized Housing Deprivation Index offers an objective metric to weigh physical housing conditions alongside basic utility deficits, such as clean water and grid access. Demonstrating a statistically significant gap between upland and riverine settlements supplies concrete evidence that uniform budgeting models fail to address accumulated local disadvantages. As a result, the findings give regional development boards and municipal authorities practical, measurable criteria for allocating infrastructure funds where deficits are most severe.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	

	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
	3
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	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
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	




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. The title indicates the study's scope, analytical framework, geographical area, and policy relevance.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

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

	YES. It outlines the research problem, sample size, primary indices (HDI and RII), quantitative outputs, and main policy recommendations.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	YES. The multi-stage sampling design, Taro Yamane sample calculation, composite scoring, and chi-square statistical testing are methodologically sound and match the stated objectives
1. Insert Figure 1:
The caption Figure 1: Map of Rivers State showing the Study Areas appears in Section 2.1, but no map or figure graphic is included. Please embed a clear, high-resolution study area map displaying the selected LGAs and communities. 
2. Reconcile LGA Designations:
· Section 2.1 introduces the sample as including Ogu/Bolo. In contrast, the Abstract, Section 3.1, Section 3.3, and Table 1 refer to Okrika/Ogu-Bolo. Please confirm whether Okrika and Ogu/Bolo were assessed jointly or if the survey was limited to Ogu/Bolo, and use the exact official LGA name consistently across all sections. 
· Standardize the spelling of Abua/Odual (used in Section 2.1) and Abua-Odua (used in Table 1 and Section 3.3). 
3. Proofreading and Typographical Corrections:
· Abstract: Add a missing period between "...Rivers State, Nigeria" and "The study adopted...". 
· Keywords: Insert a comma or semicolon between "Spatial inequality" and "Rural Development". 
· Section 2.1: Correct "Senatorial Distracts" to "Senatorial Districts". 
· Section 2.1: Remove the duplicate mention of Rivers State in the phrase "(Rivers, Akwa Ibom, Rivers, Bayelsa, Delta and Edo)". 
4. Methodological Clarifications:
· Section 2.2 states that 73 key informants were purposively sampled. Add a short sentence or tabular breakdown showing how many informants were ministry officials, community heads, or built-environment practitioners. 
· Include a brief ethics statement in Section 2.2 noting that informed consent was obtained prior to questionnaire administration and that participant privacy was protected. 
5. Study Limitations:
Add a short paragraph in the Discussion identifying the study's practical boundaries, such as the cross-sectional nature of the data, the use of 1991 baseline growth projections for population estimates, or the lack of household-level GPS mapping. 

	

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

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

	YES. Foundational regional development literature is balanced with recent empirical studies and policy documents.
	

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

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

	NO. The research relied on routine survey interviews, though the text needs an explicit sentence confirming that respondents gave informed consent and that their answers remained anonymous.
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