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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.
	In Zambia, mental health services are predominantly biomedical, and there is a lack of psychosocial interventions. Support groups may improve symptom severity and quality of life. This study was conducted to investigate the impact of community-based mental health support groups on clinical and functional outcomes among participants from Zambia and has positive
implications.
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	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
	2
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly?
Rating Scale:
	2
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	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	1
	

	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
	2
	

	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
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	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. The title of the article is suitable for this study.
	



	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Some improvements are suggested in the abstract:

In abstract methodology, mention the full terms for AUDIT, PHQ-9, and WHOQOL-BREF. with the
abbreviations in parentheses.

Mention statistical values such as p-values in the abstract results.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The manuscript is mostly scientifically correct. Some improvements are suggested:

In the introduction, mention if support groups are grounded in group psychotherapy and peer support theory with references.

Define mental health support groups and describe how these are usually conducted with reference.

Define and describe group psychotherapy with reference.

Define and describe peer support theory with reference.
In the MATERIAL AND METHODS, mention the time period in years and months during which the study was conducted.

Mention if any specific guidelines were followed.

Mention the name and details of the sampling technique used for the participants.

Mention how sample size was determined. Mention the exclusion criteria of the participants.
Mention the facilitator competence instrument number and types of items, any subscales, scoring criteria, and score interpretation ranges.

If the facilitator competence instrument was previously developed, mention the validity and provide a reference.

Mention if the facilitator competence instrument was developed by the authors. In case of self-development, mention if a pilot study or expert evaluation was conducted with the number and types of participants in the pilot study and the number and types of experts in the expert evaluation, along with the validity findings.

Mention the PHQ-9 number of items, types of items, any domains or subscales, scoring criteria, score interpretation ranges, and validity with reference.

Mention the WHOQOLBREF number of items, types of items, any subscales, scoring criteria, score interpretation ranges, and validity with reference.

In Data Management and Statistical Analysis, mention if normality was assessed.
Mention the ethical approval number in 2.5 Ethical Considerations.

Present a participant flow diagram at the start of the results section with a related description to show the number of participants in each step, such as screening and recruitment. follow-up and final analysis and the numbers of participants that are excluded and reasons for exclusion.

Present demographic information of the participants in the results section with a related description.

Present the mean and standard deviation of baseline and follow-up scores of all scales and subscales in the form of a table and related description.

In the current Table 2 description, check, as the correlation value between WHOQOL-BREF at 9 months and the nature of the facilitator is inconsistent in Table 2 and its description.
	



	
	In the current Table 2 description, check, as the correlation value between facilitator competence and the nature of the facilitator is inconsistent in Table 2 and its description.
Check if the p-values are accurately reported in the current table 2 description.

Add a note in the current Table 2 to explain the asterisks.
In the current Table 3 description, revise "p-values all (< 0.001)"; as for category 3, the p-value was not < 001.
After revising the results, revise the discussion, according to the accurate revised findings.
Discuss the limitations and strengths of the study. Discuss the future research directions.
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No. Some improvements are suggested:
In the introduction's 2nd paragraph, provide a reference: These non-pharmacological interventions offer unique benefits by leveraging shared experiences, fostering social support networks, and reducing the isolation often associated with mental illness.

In the introduction's 3rd paragraph, provide a reference: Despite their proven effectiveness globally, the implementation and advocacy for non- pharmacological interventions in Zambia remain poorly developed. Mental health services within the country primarily focus on biological treatments, leading to comprehensive 2022 treatment guidelines for mental disorders and 2022 mental health nursing protocols centered around medication management.

In 3.3 Regression Findings: Severity as the Dominant Predictor of Quality of Life, first paragraph, provide a reference. Persistent or severe symptoms
often impair social functioning, productivity, and physical health, thereby reducing overall quality of life regardless of intervention exposure.
Remove the numbered list from the references and just present the references in alphabetic order.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	No. However, an improvement is suggested:
The ethical approval number is mentioned at the end of the article; however, additionally mention the ethical approval number in the materials and methods ethical considerations section.
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