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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 manuscript addresses an important but relatively underrecognized public health issue by examining knowledge, perceptions, and preventive practices related to trichomoniasis among female university students in Ghana. 
Its findings demonstrate that high general awareness does not necessarily translate into accurate knowledge or consistent preventive behavior, particularly regarding transmission, diagnosis, reinfection, condom use, and stigma.
The study therefore provides useful evidence for designing culturally sensitive sexual-health education, anti-stigma interventions, and STI prevention strategies within tertiary institutions. Its findings may also provide a basis for further research on trichomoniasis awareness and prevention among young women in Ghana and other sub-Saharan African settings.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	Excellent
The title is clear, concise, and appropriately reflects the main population, setting, and study focus. It is consistent with the stated objectives of assessing knowledge and perceptions of trichomoniasis among female university students
	

	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
	Good.
The abstract is generally comprehensive, as it presents the background, objective, methodology, sample size, key findings, and conclusion/recommendations. It reports several important quantitative findings, allowing the reader to understand the main results without consulting the full manuscript. However, some methodological details are limited, and the abstract could be improved by presenting the study design and sampling approach more explicitly and by ensuring that the conclusions remain closely aligned with the descriptive nature of the study
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Good
The keywords could be slightly improved by including terms related to STI prevention, attitudes, or preventive practices, which are also important components of the study. 
	

	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
	Satisfactory
The background could be better organized and contains some repetition, while the rationale and specific knowledge gap for conducting the study among female students at Presbyterian University could be presented more clearly. Strengthening the logical progression from the global context to Ghana and then to the specific study population would improve the background.
	

	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
	Good
The research objective is clearly stated and is consistent with the focus of the manuscript. The study does not appear to formulate a formal hypothesis, which is acceptable for its descriptive cross-sectional design.
	

	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
	Satisfactory
The literature review is generally relevant to the topic and provides background on trichomoniasis, transmission, knowledge, perceptions, prevention, and related studies. However, it would benefit from more recent and better-integrated evidence, particularly studies from Ghana and comparable sub-Saharan African settings. 
	

	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
	
Good

The use of purposive sampling at a single university limits representativeness and generalizability, and the manuscript does not provide sufficient information on the validity and reliability of the questionnaire.
	

	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
	
Satisfactory
The ethical section provides limited detail, particularly regarding the approval/reference number, informed consent procedures, confidentiality, anonymity, and participants’ right to withdraw. Providing these details would strengthen the ethical reporting and improve transparency.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
Good
The use of frequencies and percentages makes the findings relatively easy to understand. but, some tables and findings could be presented more concisely and consistently, and the distinction between descriptive findings and their interpretation could be strengthened.
	

	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


	Good
Some tables could be made more concise and consistently formatted, with clearer titles and more direct linkage to the corresponding text.
	

	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
	Good
The discussion could be strengthened by reducing repetition and providing a more critical interpretation of similarities and differences between the present findings and previous studies.
	

	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
	Excellent
	

	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
	Needs Improvement
The manuscript does not adequately present a dedicated discussion of the study’s limitations. Important limitations can be inferred from the methodology, particularly the purposive sampling, single-university setting, cross-sectional design, and reliance on self-reported questionnaire data, but these are not sufficiently acknowledged as limitations by the authors.
A clear limitations subsection should be added, explaining how these factors may affect representativeness, generalizability, potential response bias, and interpretation of the findings.

	

	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
	Excellent
	

	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
	Excellent
	




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? 

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.

	Yes
	

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

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

	Yes
	




Reviewer details:

. Izaidino Jaime Muchanga, São Tomás University of Mozambique, Mozambique
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