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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.
	The topic is relevant and the manuscript addresses an important public health issue. The manuscript is well organised, structured well and readable.
	




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
	

	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, 

Well structured, sequence is right, the results are expressed thoroughly. Logistic regression is mentioned but not reported. However:
· no regression findings, 
· no adjusted odds ratios, 
· no confidence intervals, 
· and no predictors from regression 
are presented.

	

	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
	

	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
	3. The objectives lack clarity and does not have a dedicated objective statements. 
Hypothesis is absent. While hypotheses are not mandatory for descriptive cross-sectional studies, but the analytical components involving association testing generally benefit from at least implicit hypotheses.
For example:
· higher knowledge would reduce self-medication, 
· socioeconomic variables would influence practice. 
Since inferential statistics were used, the absence of hypotheses slightly weakens the analytical framing.

	

	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
	2, Literature review is reasonably good, aligns with the objectives, current scenarios. The references should be rechecked as sseveral citations appear inconsistent, mismatched, or difficult to verify. Some references do not appear to correspond to the claims attributed to them.
	

	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, Study design, sample size, multi stage sampling are appropriate. Structures questionnaire addressed all the issues. 
However, important methodological details remain insufficiently described, particularly regarding sampling procedures, knowledge scoring, questionnaire validation, and statistical analysis. A.) The inconsistency between the stated use of logistic regression and the absence of regression results is a significant concern. The Methods section states that logistic regression analysis was performed, but no regression results are presented.
This inconsistency raises concerns about:
· analytical rigor, 
· completeness of reporting, 
· and methodological transparency. 
The authors should either:
· provide regression results, 
· or remove logistic regression from the methodology.

2.) Sampling procedure lacks clarity and consistency
This is one of the major concerns.
The manuscript states:
· students were selected using proportionate stratified random sampling, 
· but were later “recruited consecutively.” 
These approaches are not methodologically equivalent. Consecutive recruitment introduces convenience sampling characteristics and may reduce representativeness.
The authors need to clearly explain:
· exactly how students were selected, 
· whether randomisation was truly implemented, 
· how selection bias was minimised.

	

	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
	3, Ethical details are missing, such as full name of the committee, code no., date of approval. 
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3, 
a.) Table 4 presentation is statistically unclear
The “multiple responses” table for medicines used is confusing because:
· percentages total approximately 100%, 
· despite respondents being allowed multiple answers. 
This raises uncertainty regarding:
· the denominator used, 
· whether percentages represent total responses or participants. 
The table should be revised and clearly explained.

b.) Confidence intervals are not presented.
Including 95% confidence intervals would improve statistical interpretation, particularly for:
· prevalence estimates, 
· and regression findings (if added).



	

	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


	Table numbering and layout
Tables 1a and 1b could potentially be merged for simplicity, depending on journal formatting requirements.

	

	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, the discussion generally relates the study findings to existing literature, and this is one of the stronger aspects of the manuscript. 
The authors consistently compare their findings with studies from Nigeria and other international settings, which helps contextualise the results within the broader literature on self-medication.
However, there are also concerns regarding the reliability and accuracy of some cited references.

	

	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, the conclusion is written well and is aligned with the findings in the study. 
	

	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, The manuscript does include a limitations section, which is a strength. The authors acknowledge several important limitations, including the cross-sectional design, reliance on self-reported data, and limited generalisability due to the single-institution setting.
	

	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, needs revision.
	

	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
	




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
	

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

	yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

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

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

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

	No, although recent references have been used, many places the references doesnot align with a matter in the manuscript. 
	

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

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

	Yes, The details of Ethics committee, date of approval, code should be clearly mentioned. 
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Namrata Makkar, AIIMS, India
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