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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 manuscript contributes meaningfully to the growing body of literature on digital health education by demonstrating that technology-driven approaches, including WhatsApp and AI-supported tools, can significantly improve adolescents’ knowledge and perceptions of sexual-risk behaviours in a low-resource setting. Its comparative design offers practical insight into how different educational modalities perform relative to traditional lectures, which is particularly relevant for public health planners and educators seeking scalable interventions. 
At the same time, the study’s quasi-experimental design and reliance on short-term outcomes limit the strength of its conclusions regarding sustained behavioural change, which is ultimately the more critical endpoint in sexual health interventions. Additionally, the relatively homogenous sample and localized context may restrict the generalizability of the findings to other regions or cultural settings.
Overall, the manuscript is valuable for highlighting the potential of integrating digital platforms into adolescent health education, but it would be strengthened by deeper exploration of long-term impacts, behavioural outcomes, and broader applicability across diverse populations.

	




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
	5
	

	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
	4
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	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
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4

	

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

	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
	4
	

	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

	

	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
	4
	

	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
	

	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.

	Yes. The title is suitable as it clearly identifies the population, intervention, key variables, and setting, allowing readers to immediately understand the focus and scope of the study.

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	YES. The abstract adequately presents the background, methods, results, and conclusion, allowing readers to grasp the study’s scope and key findings.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	YES (with minor concerns). The study is generally sound in design and analysis; however, it would benefit from clearer acknowledgment of limitations related to the quasi-experimental design, potential selection bias, and the lack of long-term outcome assessment.
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	YES. The manuscript includes a reasonable number of references, many of which are recent and relevant to digital health education and adolescent sexual health.
	

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

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

	NO. Ethical approval and informed consent procedures are stated, and no major ethical concerns are evident based on the information provided. 

	



PART 3

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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
This manuscript addresses a highly relevant and timely topic, particularly within the context of advancing research on innovative educational strategies in public health. The comparison of traditional, WhatsApp-based, and AI-supported learning modalities provides practical and meaningful insights into how digital platforms can enhance adolescents’ knowledge and perception of sexual-risk behaviours. The study aligns well with the aims of the Advances in Research Journal, as it contributes empirical evidence from a low-resource setting and highlights scalable approaches that can inform policy and educational practice. The findings are clearly grounded in data and supported by appropriate statistical analyses, making the paper a valuable addition to the growing body of literature on digital health education. 
That said, there are several areas where the manuscript could be strengthened to improve its scientific rigor and clarity. The authors are encouraged to explicitly state their research objectives or hypotheses to enhance conceptual clarity. A more thorough discussion of study limitations, particularly the quasi-experimental design, potential selection bias, and the absence of long-term behavioural outcomes, would provide a more balanced interpretation of the findings. Additionally, the presentation of results, especially tables, could be streamlined for better readability, and minor language and grammatical inconsistencies should be addressed through careful editing. Including clearly defined keywords and slightly deepening the critical engagement with existing literature in the discussion section would further enhance the manuscript’s overall quality and impact.
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