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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	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.


	By recording the difficulties encountered by Nurse Practitioners (NPs) and NP students in India, this paper helps to fill a significant gap. This study provides current data that can guide education and policy as the NP position is still developing in India. Including qualitative as well as numerical data gives the results depth and makes them more helpful for teachers, lawmakers, and professional committees
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Although the title is often acceptable, it has a typographic error: "Findings form" should be changed to "Findings from a Nationwide Cross-Sectional Survey." Otherwise, it is a decent reflection of the material.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract is thorough and well-organized. Still, I recommend setting the sample size (N = 126) sooner in the methods section of the abstract. The first impression of the reader will be reinforced by this. Moreover, the abstract conclusion could draw attention to the clear contribution of these results as baseline evidence for policy changes in India.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Regarding design and analysis, the manuscript is scientifically sound. The study goal calls for the descriptive cross-sectional strategy. The combined application of One of the advantages is quantitative frequencies and thematic analysis; nonetheless the study has drawbacks:

Although the authors have conceded that convenience sampling may restrict generalizability, greater focus on how this impacts results would be helpful.

The results section is very descriptive, but at times too much so. Enhanced reading would come from more serious analysis of the outcomes.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References

References are pertinent but not entirely up to date. Many are over ten years old (e.g., Sheer &amp; Wong, 2008; Kooienga &amp; Carryer, 2010). Since the NP function has changed swiftly in the last five years, I advise including current references (2020–2024) from global NP literature. This would raise the academic level of the paper.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	English is rather perfect for academic publication and is simple overall. There are a few little problems: spelling mistakes in tables (e.g., "Andra Pradhesh" to "Andhra Pradesh"), uneven capitalization, and rather lengthy phrases in the conversation. Some tables and figures could also use clearer captions (for example, explaining abbreviations or key findings directly in captions)


	

	Optional/General comments


	Although the "Future Research" section is intriguing, it reads more like a project proposal than a research paper. It would be preferable to cut it and only emphasize the most pertinent future directions.

International comparisons may be more closely included in the debate. Although comparisons with the US and Canada are cited now, recent events from Asian environments (e.g., Pakistan, China, Singapore) could help to broaden the global perspective.Before publishing, one should thoroughly check for formatting inconsistencies and typography mistakes.

typo in title, a few language refinements, and possibly adding more recent references
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