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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 has high importance in the scientific community as its findings have direct relevance to mental health programs and outcomes. Since University period is regarded critical for mental health issues, and students are vulnerable to a range of negative mental health outcomes, including depression, there is high importance of a manuscript like this which aims to understand the prevalence and risk factors of depression better. Overall, the manuscript has been written really well, the methodology followed is scientific, and the results are comprehensive and answer the main research questions adequately.
	




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
	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
It is comprehensive as the results of the various significant predictors have been reported separately. However, one line at the end to summarize the significant predictors would also be useful for the readers
	

	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
	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
	5
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	5
	

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

	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
Table 2 and Table 3 have a lot of the same information. It might be better to consolidate the information into a single table
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	5
	




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.

	The title is suitable and adequately represents the nature of the study conducted.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

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

	The abstract is comprehensive and covers all the important aspects of the study methodology and results. However, the results are too detailed and technical, which is fine. However, one more sentence at the end to summarize the most significant predictors of depression would help
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct. The methodology followed is scientific and logical, and the results have been reported as per conventions in quantitative research. Overall, the English language used in the manuscript and the structuring of the text is also as per scientific conventions. However, there are few minor areas that can be considered for improving the manuscript further:
· Table 2 and Table 3 has a lot of the same statistics repeated. It might be better to consolidate the information into a single table. It is understandable that Table 2 contains only the Descriptive statistics; however, it is unclear how the 95% CI has been calculated only for the ‘Severe depression’ category. Is it really important to report the CI, and if so, why hasn’t it been reported for the other two categories
· Since most of the analyses have been represented in two parts; analyses for private and public university students, I think that one major analysis is entirely missing; that of whether there is a significant difference in prevalence of depression between students of public and private universities. As prevalence rates are already given (Figure 1), it can be extended to a chi square test to examine if there is a difference between the two groups
· In the binary regression, it is unclear in the methodology of how the 3 or 4 score categories of depression have been consolidated into two categories of ‘present’ and ‘absent’ for the regression. Moreover, in the regression analysis also, it is not explicitly state which outcome category has been taken as ‘reference’; although it is apparent from the results.
	

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

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

	Yes, the references are sufficient and recent
	

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

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	No, the separate ‘Ethical considerations’ section addresses most of the important ethical issues of the study.
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