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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.
	1.  This study throws more light on how much university students actually understand about bipolar disorder, especially in a setting where such information is still scarce. 
2.  It reveals where students are getting things right and where misunderstandings still exist, helping guide how mental health education can be improved in universities. 
3.  By focusing on young adults—who are at a key age for the onset of bipolar disorder—it highlights the importance of early recognition and seeking help. 
4.  Overall, the findings add to global efforts to reduce stigma and make conversations about mental health more open and informed.
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	      2
	

	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
	      3
	

	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
	      2
	

	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
	     2
	

	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
	   2
	

	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
	   3
	

	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
	3
	





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.
	Title is clear and understandable
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No
1. Sampling imbalance: unequal sampling of public health and accounting students, yet comparison was made. 
2. Also, only two departments were selected but conclusion drawn involved all the undergraduates’ students
3. Also, there was no justification for selecting just these two departments and why Abia State University.
4. Also, there was no validation of the instrument adapted from BDKS.
5. Chi-square test was reported with no values
6. There was no definition, cut-off criteria for what is meant by “poor, ‘Fair, and “good.
7. Logistic regression or multivariate analysis would have been preferred instead of bivariate analysis.
8. Also, there is clear lack of research gap and the background did not state what is unknown.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO (minor to moderate issues present)

1. Findings were repeatedly generalized to:
· “Undergraduates at Abia State University” but samples included only two departments (Public Health and Accounting). It can be rephrase to: “undergraduates from selected departments.

2. Sampling Bias (Major Concern)
75.5% Public Health vs 24.5% Accounting 
This skews knowledge upward and biases comparisons
3. Authors mentioned “multistage sampling” but no details on stages, selection criteria, or   randomization. This can be rectified to specify
· Stage 1: Faculty selection 
· Stage 2: Department selection 
· Stage 3: Student selection method
4. Instrument Scope Limitation : Knowledge assessed with few items and may not fully capture construct.

5. No mention of ethical approval body and consent


	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO
Authors can:
1.Add more recent (last 5 years) peer-reviewed studies 
2.Include more African/Nigerian research 
3.Replace non-peer-reviewed sources (e.g., ResearchGate, websites) with journal articles

	

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

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

	YES – The manuscript lacks a clear ethics statement: no mention of IRB approval, informed consent, or confidentiality measures.
	



PART 3

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	

The manuscript is generally sound but requires a clear ethics statement, more recent references, clarification of sampling rationale, and minor improvements in grammar and flow.
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