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	Reviewer’s comment
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	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 to the scientific community because it seeks to expand the benefit of Online psychotherapy mostly known as Telehealth to people who face violence especially among people living a conflicted areas in Nigeria.

Many people who are victims of war prone areas will benefit best through online therapy, and the best approach is online psychotherapy that will keep them safe, empower them and provide support. 

The manuscript also provided important and positive relationships between participants and their attitude towards online psychotherapy which a could be very vital to the scientific community. It is mostly true that, victims of war prone areas are aware of online therapy but online utilize it for reasons best known to them
The manuscript has offered the scientific community with the appropriate approach for victims of war prone areas, hence providing that framework for providers and helping professionals to identify the best approach and intervention that will be suitable for them, specially making online psychotherapy easily and more accessible.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	I believe the title of the article is perfect, precise and specific. It illustrated what the article seeks to elaborate on and the relationships it seeks to identify.
	

	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 has been comprehensive except that, I will suggest the author(s) add a limitation aspect to the abstract that will tell readers that, even though the research was scientifically and thoroughly followed proper protocols, there are some limitations which need further studies. Other than that, the abstract touched on the aim of the study, the methodology used, the study design, the results and conclusion which are fundamental for every reader.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, for me the manuscript has been scientifically correct because it followed the scientific protocols of using methodologies, using a study designs, citing appropriate references and elaborating more about the number of items that were consulted using several research sites and scholarly documents for the article.

The manuscript shows clarity, reproducibility and there is some logical progression as well. The introduction explained clearly the research questions; the knowledge gaps the article seeks to find and the significant of the study. It was comprehensive and lacks any ambiguity indicating clear direction of the study and the impact it seeks to achieve. 

The methodology and study design as well as data collection were clearly specified detailing how information was gathered from relevant sources indicating consistency.

The results of the manuscript were consistent with methodology used; findings were presented logically with supported diagrams.

Finally, the number of pages for the manuscript was also significant as an evidence-based research article, it was not too voluminous and not too short for readers.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are sufficient and current since most of them were between 2010 and 2024. The manuscript provided enough references for a peer-review article. 41 references are enough, and all were relevant to the paper. The references were also in APA style and well organised. 
	

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


	 The language and English used have been good for scholarly communication. The article was very easy to read and understand, it was devoid of scientific jargons and clearly elaborated what a reader would like to see in a research paper. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	The fact that research about mental health and online psychotherapy carried out in a region like Nigeria where access to therapy is not highly accessible is very commendable. The author (s) made good efforts to reach out to participants and providing evidence-based research. This research paper will give researchers especially those who focus their research on Africa and their mental health a good framework that will guide further studies. Overall, a very great research paper.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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