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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 key points you may want to reflect in your own reviewer wording are that the manuscript addresses an important area of adolescent post-disaster mental health, examines a feasible school-based intervention in a rural setting, and connects empirical findings with trauma-informed and culturally responsive practice. The intervention group showed significant reductions in anxiety and PTSD symptoms, although the study remains preliminary because of its relatively small, non-randomized sample.


	


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
	Suggested rating: 5 – Excellent
The title is clear, specific, and appropriately identifies the intervention context, target population, and geographical setting. It also avoids making an overly strong claim about effectiveness.
	

	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
	Suggested rating: 5 – Excellent
The abstract contains the aim, study design, setting, methodology, sample, measures, principal findings, conclusion, and keywords. Importantly, it clearly distinguishes the 150 participants, 120 intervention completers, and the final quantitative sample of 64 adolescents
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Suggested rating: 5 – Excellent
The keywords are well aligned with the manuscript’s main concepts, population, setting, intervention, and theoretical approach. They should also support effective indexing and retrieval.
	

	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
	Suggested rating: 5 – Excellent
The background is comprehensive and logically structured. It moves from the psychological consequences of earthquakes in adolescents to the specific challenges faced in rural western China, then establishes the rationale for school-based psychosocial interventions and Narrative Drawing Intervention. The developmental, trauma-informed, cultural, and resource-related context is adequately presented. 
	

	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
	Suggested rating: 5 – Excellent
The manuscript clearly states five aims, including contextualizing adolescent post-earthquake distress, describing the theoretical foundations of NDI, presenting its implementation, interpreting the findings and their limitations, and discussing implications.
	

	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
	Suggested rating: 5 – Excellent
The literature is not merely listed; it is used to build the rationale for the intervention and to interpret the findings. This is consistent with standard peer-review expectations that background literature should be relevant and up to date. 
	

	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
	Suggested rating: 4 – Very Good
The methodology is generally appropriate for a preliminary real-world evaluation. The authors clearly identify a quasi-experimental, non-equivalent comparison-group design, describe the eight-session intervention, participants, measures (DASS-21 and PCL-5), procedures, and the exploratory use of drawings. They also appropriately acknowledge that the absence of random assignment limits causal inference. However, there is an important statistical issue: the principal conclusions are largely based on separate within-group pre–post comparisons. Demonstrating that the intervention group improved significantly while the comparison group worsened significantly is not, by itself, the same as demonstrating a statistically significant difference in change between the two groups. A group × time interaction, mixed model, ANCOVA/baseline-adjusted analysis, or equivalent direct test would provide stronger evidence of an intervention effect.
	

	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
	Suggested rating: 5 – Excellent
The ethical procedures are clearly reported. The study received approval from the Human Research Ethics Committee of the Education University of Hong Kong (Ref. 2022-2023-0333; 7 June 2023). Written guardian consent and adolescent assent were obtained, and separate parental consent was obtained for publication of anonymized drawings. 
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Suggested rating:  4 – Very Good.

The results are generally presented clearly, with pre- and post-intervention means, standard deviations, t-values, p-values and effect sizes. The manuscript also appropriately labels the gender analyses as exploratory. However, this connects to the methodological issue we identified in Question 7: the presentation emphasizes statistically significant within-group changes, whereas a direct group × time comparison would be more informative for establishing whether change differed significantly between intervention and comparison groups.
	

	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
	Suggested rating: 5 – Excellent.

The quantitative tables organize the pre–post results and exploratory gender findings effectively. The drawings are also relevant to the narrative-drawing intervention, and the authors appropriately treat them as exploratory illustrations rather than diagnostic evidence
	

	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
	Suggested rating: 5 – Excellent
The Discussion is one of the stronger parts of the manuscript. The authors interpret the reductions in anxiety and PTSD symptoms in relation to previous research on trauma-informed interventions, expressive arts, narrative approaches, emotional regulation, and school-based psychosocial support. They also avoid presenting the findings as definitive evidence of efficacy and discuss alternative explanations and contextual factors.
	

	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
	Suggested rating: 4 – Very Good.

The conclusion is appropriately cautious. The authors describe NDI as “potentially beneficial” rather than as an established effective intervention and explicitly acknowledge the small and unequal sample, quasi-experimental design, reliance on self-report, exploratory drawing analysis, and absence of follow-up. 
	

	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
	Suggested rating: 5 – Excellent
Yes. The manuscript explicitly acknowledges the major limitations: non-randomized quasi-experimental design, small and unequal groups, lack of long-term follow-up, self-report bias, exploratory/non-standardized analysis of drawings, facilitator effects, and expectancy effects.  The authors also propose appropriate directions for future research, including randomized or cluster-randomized designs, active comparison conditions, longitudinal follow-up, larger samples, and more rigorous analyses. 
	

	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
	Suggested rating: 5 – Excellent
The reference list is extensive and closely aligned with the manuscript’s main themes: adolescent disaster mental health, PTSD, school-based psychosocial interventions, expressive arts, narrative approaches, trauma-informed practice, and the Chinese context. It combines foundational sources with recent literature, including studies published in 2022–2026.
	

	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
	Suggested rating: 5 – Excellent
Overall, the manuscript is well organized and written in clear academic English. The terminology is appropriate for the field, the sections follow a logical progression, and the distinction between empirical findings and exploratory interpretation of drawings is generally maintained.
	


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
I see no need to suggest an alternative title. It accurately reflects the intervention approach, population, setting, and context of the study.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
The abstract adequately covers the purpose, design, sample, intervention, measures, main findings, and conclusion. It also appropriately acknowledges the preliminary nature of the evidence. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, but with a methodological/statistical point that may warrant minor revision. The main issue is the statistical analysis: separate significant within-group pre–post tests do not directly establish that the amount of change differs significantly between the intervention and comparison groups. A direct group × time analysis would strengthen the evidence.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
The manuscript includes a substantial and relevant reference base, combining foundational literature with recent studies, including publications from 2022, 2025, and 2026. The references adequately cover disaster mental health, adolescent trauma, school-based interventions, narrative and expressive approaches, and the relevant cultural context.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	YES
The study reports formal ethics approval, written guardian consent and adolescent assent, as well as consent for publication of anonymized drawings. The manuscript also describes safeguards for working with trauma-exposed minors. 
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. Gordana Stankovska, International Balkan University, Republic of North Macedonia
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