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	Reviewer’s comment


	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 provides important evidence on the effectiveness of structured, institution-based educational interventions in improving contraceptive awareness and reducing misconceptions among non-medical undergraduate students. By addressing a population that is often overlooked in formal reproductive health education, the study contributes to filling a critical gap in the literature on youth-focused health promotion strategies. The findings offer valuable insights for policymakers, educators, and public health practitioners seeking to design scalable and context-specific interventions within higher education settings. Furthermore, as a pilot study, it lays a strong methodological foundation for future large-scale research aimed at enhancing reproductive health outcomes and informed decision-making among young adults.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, it’s Clear, specific, and generally suitable
	

	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 clear and well-structured but can be made more concise and precise.
Key Suggestions;

Background: Shorten; remove unnecessary detail.

Objective: Simplify wording.

Methods: Add study setting (Sikkim, India); remove less important details (e.g., sampling technique).

Results: Focus on key numerical findings; avoid not clear terms like “moderate” or “notable.”

Conclusion: Avoid overgeneralization; emphasize pilot nature and suggest further studies.

Repetition: Use “TIP-CM” after first mention.

Keywords: Replace broad/incorrect terms with more specific ones.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally scientifically sound and addresses an important topic. The study design, intervention, and tools are appropriate for a pilot study, and the findings are consistent with existing literature.

However, several issues need revision:

The study should be clearly described as quasi-experimental, not experimental

Small sample size limits statistical power; results should be presented as exploratory

P-values should be correctly reported (e.g., p < 0.001)

Possible selection bias due to non-random group allocation must be acknowledged

Interpretation is slightly overstated (no behavioral outcomes measured)

Clarify the misconception score direction

Add stronger limitations (no follow-up, self-reported data)
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript includes a generally adequate and relevant set of references, with a good mix of global (WHO, UNFPA), regional (India/NFHS), and primary research studies. The authors have made a commendable effort to incorporate recent literature (2023–2026), particularly in the Introduction and Discussion sections, which strengthens the timeliness of the study.
However, Needs more high-level evidence (systematic reviews, global frameworks), and Some older references should be updated or complemented
	

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


	Overall, the English language quality of the manuscript is generally strong and suitable for scholarly communication, but it would benefit from minor editing (Reduce redundancy, shorten long sentences, standardize terminology, and fix minor grammatical inconsistencies) and refinement to fully meet high-impact academic journal standards. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

The manuscript is ethically acceptable overall, but it would benefit from clearer reporting of participant protection, privacy safeguards, and transparency statements to fully meet high-impact journal standards.
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