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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 addresses a relevant public-health issue by describing physical activity and sedentary behaviour among students and staff of the University of Rwanda. The multi-campus setting and the use of the Global Physical Activity Questionnaire provide potentially useful evidence for university health-promotion planning in Rwanda. The comparison between students and staff, together with age- and gender-related analyses, may help guide targeted campus and workplace interventions. However, substantial revisions are required to resolve inconsistencies in the sample size, outcome estimates, statistical reporting, and interpretation before the findings can be considered reliable.
	



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
	4
	

	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
	

	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
	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
	3
	

	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
	

	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
	2
	

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

	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
	2
	

	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
	1
	

	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
	1
	

	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
	

	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 generally suitable, although “Physical Activity Behaviour among Students and Staff at the University of Rwanda” would be more direct and grammatically natural.
	

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

	No. The abstract is informative but must be corrected after verification of the staff sample size and the proportion meeting WHO recommendations. It should also state the cross-sectional design, final sample, instrument, and principal statistical methods.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	No. The topic and design are scientifically appropriate, but the manuscript contains major internal inconsistencies. The Methods report 735 students and 106 staff, whereas the Results report 735 students and 135 staff. Staff compliance is reported as 67.4% in the abstract/results but 79.1% in the conclusion. Sedentary time is higher among students in the results, yet the conclusion states it is higher among staff. The direction of the age–sedentary behaviour correlation is also interpreted inconsistently. The authors should verify the dataset, repeat or audit all analyses, report complete test statistics and effect sizes, and revise all conclusions accordingly.
	

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

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

	No. The reference list is extensive, but it requires systematic verification and updating. Remove the duplicate Buková et al. (2025) entry; ensure every in-text citation appears in the reference list and vice versa; provide complete bibliographic details and DOI links where available; and verify the authenticity and accuracy of all sources, especially incomplete or unusually generic references.
	

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

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

	Yes, but incompletely addressed. The manuscript states that approvals were obtained and verbal consent was used, but it should provide the official names of the ethics committees/IRBs, approval numbers, dates, and the justification and documentation procedure for verbal consent. The authors should also clarify data protection procedures for telephone recruitment.
	



Reviewer details:
Dilmurad Turdimuratov, Termez State Pedagogical Institute, Uzbekistan


Page 1 of 4
V240326


