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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.
	Yes… Indeed, the current manuscript makes an essential contribution to the scientific literature by shedding light on the importance and significance of environmental noise pollution as a major but commonly overlooked public health concern associated with rapid urbanization in cities. The paper successfully integrates objective measures of environmental noise along with standardized mental health assessment tools, thus adding significant scientific value to the results obtained. At that, focusing on Yaba in Lagos State brings additional significance to this research due to the lack of representation in African urban environment. In this regard, environmental noise may be referred to as an invisible pollutant which, just like the polluted air, has a detrimental impact on mental health. Thank you.
	



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 = Good
	

	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 = Satisfactory
	

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

	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 = Good
	

	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
	5 = Excellent
	

	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 = Good
	

	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 = Good
	

	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 = Good
	

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

	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 = Good
	

	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
	5 = Excellent
	

	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 = Good
	

	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 = Good
	

	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 = Satisfactory
	

	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 = Good
	



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... Certainly, the title is appropriate since it aptly conveys the subject matter and key variables discussed in the article; nonetheless, the title can be further improved through condensing it into something like: “Environmental Noise Pollution and Mental Health Among Residents of Yaba, Lagos State, Nigeria.” Thank you.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the abstract is indeed extensive since it provides an overview of the background of the study, its aims, methodology, results, and significance to public health. Nonetheless, there is room for improvement in terms of sentence structure and conciseness.
The authors are encouraged to simplify complex sentences, reduce repeated mentions of “mental health outcomes” and “noise sensitivity.” 
Improve grammatical flow for better readability. 
For example, the sentence:
“Better urban planning strategies, strict implementation of noise-control activities and specific attention to the psychological well-being of the population living in highly populated cities, with the help of interventions of a directed type of public health, are all needed to reduce this risk factor of the environment and safeguard psychological health in the crowded urban environments.”
Could be revised to:
"More effective urban planning techniques, strong enforcement of the measures that aim at controlling noise pollution, and careful consideration for psychological well-being of the population living in densely populated cities can be achieved through public health measures, which will result in reducing the aforementioned risk factor and protecting psychological well-being in the cities mentioned above." 
The concluding statement could be shortened to emphasize the most important public health implication more directly and effectively.
For example, the concluding statement:
“These results suggest that noise pollution of the environment in Yaba is beyond acceptable levels of human exposure and that it is closely linked to poor mental-health outcomes, and noise sensitivity enhances these impacts.”
For example, the concluding statement could be revised to:
“The findings highlight the urgent need for effective urban noise-control policies to protect mental health.”
Thank you.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the manuscript has sound scientific content and the methods, analysis, and interpretation are all fairly suitable; but there can be a little enhancement in regard to consistency in statistical information, grammar, and certain parts of methodology. 
As an example, for instance, the authors can adopt the practice of having a uniform way of reporting their statistics throughout the paper using the format of (e.g., p < 0.001; β = 0.288). Moreover, the authors need to state whether the data collected on noise was done over several days or several measurement periods.
Thank you. 
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the references provided seem adequate and appropriate; nonetheless, the inclusion of additional and more up-to-date references (especially within the last 3–5 years) will help bolster the analysis on current urban noise pollution, mental health effects, and environmental health policies. Thank you.
	

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

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

	There are no significant ethical concerns that I see in this manuscript because the authors have explained everything in terms of ethics, from how ethical approval was obtained, how consent was taken, how voluntary the participants were, confidentiality, and data security. Thank you. 
	



         PART  3


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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
This paper offers a highly relevant and significant contribution to the fields of environmental and psychological sciences with considerable methodological significance, despite requiring some minor adjustments to enhance its overall quality.
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