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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 to the scientific community because it adds new evidence on child sexual abuse, focusing on differences between boys and girls. It shows that boys, as well as girls, are at high risk and often experience longer and repeated abuse. The findings highlight the need for gender-sensitive programs and stronger efforts to support disclosure. By presenting data from adolescents in Port Harcourt, it provides useful insights for researchers, educators, and policymakers working to prevent abuse and protect children.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title, “Gender difference in the pattern of child sexual abuse in Port Harcourt,” is clear, but it could be made stronger and more precise. Right now, it sounds more like a report than a scientific article, and it does not emphasize the study’s focus on adolescents.
Here are a few alternative suggestions:

“Gender Differences in the Prevalence and Patterns of Child Sexual Abuse among Adolescents in Port Harcourt”

“Exploring Gender Differences in Child Sexual Abuse: Evidence from Adolescents in Port Harcourt”

“Prevalence and Gender-Based Patterns of Child Sexual Abuse among Secondary School Students in Port Harcourt”
	

	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 comprehensive but can be made more concise by shortening the methods section, highlighting the main findings more clearly, and making the conclusion sharper with policy and research implications.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct. It follows a standard research structure—introduction, methods, results, discussion, and conclusion, and the methodology (cross-sectional design, adequate sample size, validated tool, ethical clearance) is appropriate for the research question

The statistical tests used (chi-square, t-test) match the type of data and comparisons made. Results are clearly presented in tables and explained in the discussion, with references to global and local studies for context. The conclusions are supported by the findings.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references in the manuscript are generally sufficient and relevant, covering both global reports (WHO, systematic reviews, meta-analyses) and local Nigerian studies. Many are recent (2020–2025), which strengthens the work. However, a few older sources (e.g., 2000, 2002, 2004) are included; while still useful, they could be complemented with more up-to-date studies to show the latest scientific understanding.

Suggestions for improvement

1. Update older references – Some WHO reports (2002, 2003) and earlier prevalence studies could be balanced with more recent data from UNICEF, UNODC, or global CSA prevalence reviews after 2020.

2. Add African-focused studies – Since the study is based in Nigeria, including more recent African regional research (e.g., from Ghana, Kenya, South Africa, or West Africa) would strengthen the contextual relevance.

3. Highlight disclosure and intervention research – Additional references on gender differences in disclosure, barriers to reporting, and psychosocial outcomes published in the last 5 years would enrich the discussion.
	

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


	The language of the manuscript is generally clear and understandable, making it suitable for scholarly communication. The structure is logical, and technical terms are used correctly. However, there are areas where the English can be improved for better flow and precision:

1. Minor grammar issues – e.g., subject–verb agreement, article use (“the males were common victims” → “male adolescents were more commonly victims”).

2. Repetition – certain phrases like “CSA is prevalent” appear multiple times and could be streamlined.

3. Sentence clarity – some sentences are long and could be shortened for better readability in a journal setting.

4. Consistency in tense – shifting between past and present tense in results and discussion should be avoided.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The paper makes a meaningful contribution to the scientific community and is suitable for publication after minor revisions.
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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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