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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 study assessed the level of knowledge about bipolar disorder in a sample of undergraduate students from the Public Health department. Because many of these students will eventually gain the ability to shape policy about mental health, the study helps identify attitudes and approaches that can potentially—and significantly—affect an oft-stigmatized sector of the mental health population.
	





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
	3.5 = Good Title; Appropriately conveys the nature of the study but can perhaps allude to one of the main findings for wider engagement from the scientific community. Alternatively, alluding to the Public Health sector can create more engagement with the findings, i.e. “Knowledge of Bipolar Disorder Among Public Health Undergraduates in Abia State University” is more informative and immediately relevant to the mental public health sector.
	

	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
	3.5 = The abstract is well-structured and informative, and one can glean the key takeaways from the study, i.e. Public Health students reported more knowledge of bipolar disorder than Accounting students. However, the finding that some public health students “appeared to have confused manic symptoms with depressive or anxiety symptoms” is relevant to mental health researchers alike, and should be shared in the abstract for greater engagement with the article.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3.5 = The keywords are generally relevant to the study. “Stigma” is perhaps a bit too broad; “Stigmatization of mood disorders” or “Stigmatization of mental illness” would perhaps be more specific and useful. The recommended number of keywords is n=6, so adding one more keyword (i.e. “Mental public health”) can improve the searchability of the article.
	

	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 = Yes, the background information is well-developed and structured overall.
	

	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
	3.5 = Yes, the research objectives are stated at the end of the introduction. However, numbering them can improve their readability, i.e. 1) Measuring the self-reported (…). Also, establishing a hypothesis of some sort, i.e. H1: Public Health students will demonstrate more knowledge than Accounting students… would improve engagement with the study report. It would also help the reader understand why the sample was chosen from these specific departments, and what the expectations are for BD knowledge.
	

	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
	3.5 = Yes, the literature is mostly up-to-date and relevant. However, the high comorbidity of anxiety disorders in patients with bipolar disorder should be addressed since it relates to a relevant finding. A good starting point would be: Yapici Eser H, Kacar AS, Kilciksiz CM, Yalçinay-Inan M and Ongur D (2018) Prevalence and Associated Features of Anxiety Disorder Comorbidity in Bipolar Disorder: A Meta-Analysis and Meta-Regression Study. Front. Psychiatry 9:229. doi: 10.3389/fpsyt.2018.00229. 
	

	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 = It is not immediately clear why the sample was chosen from both Public Health and Accounting departments. It is logical to presume that Public Health was the sample of interest, and Accounting, as a non-health-related field, was the control, so to speak. Alternatively, it is possible to infer that the study sample was one of convenience. But this is not specifically addressed in the methodology, which can create some confusion or slight misunderstandings.
	

	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
	2.5 = It is customary to address informed consent procedures in the methodology, but these have not been addressed in the paper, which can create some confusion.
	

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

	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
	4.5 = Yes, the tables are clear, informative and relevant. Table 5: Perception of Bipolar Disorder… was particularly relevant, and the “Reaction” item was particularly clever and informative.
	

	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
	3.5 = For the most part good, but, as mentioned above, the finding of “17.8% who selected ‘withdraw from social activities’ and the 11.5% who chose ‘intense fear of everyday situations’…” should be addressed in the context of anxiety comorbidity in BD, along with how future research studies or interventions can effectively address this.
	

	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
	4 = Yes, the conclusions are well-supported by the data.
	

	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 = No, the limitations of this study are not explicitly stated in the Discussion or elsewhere (though the author did mention that they were the sole executor of the study, which is an inherent limitation). Issues which could not be assessed in the current study should be clearly addressed in a “Limitations and Directions for Future Study” section.
	

	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 = Yes, good number of references in the paper.
	

	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 = Yes, the manuscript is written in a clear, engaging way.
	





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 (See Above)
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes (See Above)
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	 Yes (See Above)
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes (See Above)
	

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

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

	None that can be discerned (but informed consent procedures should be more clearly outlined in the Methods section).
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PART 6

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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
Very good study overall, but some discussion points should be expanded upon due to their relevance. The Methods section should be revised to include informed consent procedures. Other points mentioned above should also be addressed.  
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Robmarie Lopez, Ponce Health Sciences University (Alumni), United States
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