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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.


	I think this manuscript addresses a crucial and timely topic, especially as telehealth continues to expand globally in both practice and academic focus. University students are an understudied yet highly relevant population for telehealth research due to their tech-savvy nature and unique healthcare needs. I feel like the paper’s focus on post-Emergency Department (ED) follow-up care offers a fresh and much-needed perspective, particularly in a geographically specific context like Northern Cyprus, which hasn't been widely studied in this domain. The combination of quantitative analysis and behavioral insight makes this study valuable for guiding both policy and practice in digital health
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	I believe the current title is mostly suitable—it clearly communicates the core focus of the paper..
The term "ED" has various interpretations within healthcare contexts; therefore, I recommend using a more precise term such as "post-emergency care" in the title to enhance clarity.
	

	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.


	I feel like the abstract is generally comprehensive and well written. It gives a clear snapshot of the background, methodology, key findings, and implications. That said, I think it would benefit from slightly rephrasing or breaking down long sentences for readability. Also, it might help to briefly mention the sample size (161 students) earlier in the abstract, so readers are immediately aware of the study’s scale. Including a quick mention of the statistical methods (like MLR and Chi-Square) in simpler terms could also increase accessibility for a broader academic audience.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	From my perspective, the manuscript is scientifically sound. The methodology is well structured, and the data analysis appears rigorous and appropriate for the study’s aims. I really appreciate the use of both descriptive and inferential statistics, including regression modeling, which adds depth to the analysis. The discussion effectively interprets the results in light of existing literature, and the limitations are candidly acknowledged. Still, it might help to add more reflection on the relatively small and non-random sample, especially since the findings could be somewhat skewed by the predominance of health-related students.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	I think the references are generally sufficient and recent. They span from 2018 to 2024 and cover a good mix of systematic reviews, empirical studies, and policy-related resources.
	

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


	The language quality is mostly good and very readable. I found the tone refreshingly accessible, almost conversational at times, which I think helps engage readers—especially a multidisciplinary audience.
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