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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 highly relevant public health topic by examining the relationship between HIV-related knowledge and the intention to undergo HIV testing among nursing students. As HIV continues to represent a major global health challenge, particularly in regions experiencing rising infection rates, research that explores behavioral determinants of testing uptake among future healthcare professionals has considerable scientific and practical value. The study contributes to the field of health promotion and disease prevention by highlighting the role of knowledge, stigma reduction, and institutional factors in shaping preventive health intentions. Moreover, the findings may inform curriculum development in nursing education, guide targeted interventions aimed at improving HIV testing uptake, and support policy initiatives focused on strengthening early detection and prevention strategies within young adult populations and healthcare training environments.
	








PART  2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	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
	The title clearly reflects the main variables studied (knowledge and intention to test for HIV) and identifies the target population (nursing students). However, it could be strengthened by including the study design or geographic context to enhance scientific precision and indexing relevance.
	

	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
	The abstract provides a structured overview of the background, methods, results, and recommendations. It appropriately reports the sample size and statistical findings. Nevertheless, it could be improved by more explicitly stating the study design, highlighting the weak strength of correlation, and providing a clearer statement of the study’s implications.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The selected keywords are relevant to the topic and reflect core study constructs. However, the inclusion of additional indexing terms such as “health literacy,” “preventive behavior,” or “Health Belief Model” may improve discoverability.
	

	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
	The introduction presents the global and regional burden of HIV and highlights stigma, testing barriers, and occupational risk among nursing students. However, the narrative occasionally lacks conceptual coherence and could benefit from stronger synthesis of epidemiological evidence and clearer linkage to the research problem.
	

	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
	The study objective is stated clearly and aligns with the research design and statistical analysis. Still, the inclusion of explicit hypotheses would strengthen scientific rigor.
	

	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
	The review includes relevant themes such as stigma, risk perception, and HIV testing behavior. Nevertheless, it relies partly on grey literature and descriptive sources. Greater integration of recent peer-reviewed studies and systematic reviews would enhance academic depth.
	

	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
	The descriptive-correlational design is suitable for examining relationships between variables. The sampling strategy, reliability testing, and use of non-parametric statistics are appropriate. However, more detailed reporting of instrument validation procedures and potential biases would improve transparency.
	

	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
	ethical approval, informed consent procedures, and institutional review clearance are clearly documented, demonstrating adherence to research ethics standards.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Results are logically structured and supported by descriptive and inferential statistics. Interpretation is generally accurate, although clearer emphasis on effect size and practical significance is recommended.
	

	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
	Tables are relevant and facilitate understanding of findings. Minor formatting refinements and clearer labeling could further enhance readability.
	

	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
	The discussion reflects on key findings and compares them with selected studies. However, deeper theoretical interpretation and broader comparison with international research would strengthen the analytical contribution.
	

	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
	Conclusions are consistent with the findings and appropriately acknowledge the weak but significant relationship identified. The practical implications are relevant but could be framed more cautiously.
	

	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
	Some implicit limitations are present, yet a clearer and more explicit limitations section addressing generalizability, self-report bias, and cross-sectional design constraints is needed.
	

	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
	The manuscript includes numerous references; however, quality and recency are uneven. Greater reliance on high-impact international journals and fewer web-based sources would improve scholarly robustness.
	

	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
	The manuscript is generally understandable but requires professional language editing to improve grammar, sentence flow, and academic tone.
	



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 accurately reflects the focus of the study. To improve scientific clarity, the authors may consider adding the study design and geographic context.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The abstract summarises key aspects of the research. It would benefit from clearer reporting of methodological details and stronger emphasis on the interpretation of the weak correlation.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The research design, statistical methods, and interpretation are generally appropriate. Nevertheless, the authors should avoid causal language, strengthen theoretical integration, and provide deeper discussion of behavioral determinants.
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	While the manuscript cites multiple sources, the literature base should be updated with more recent peer-reviewed epidemiological and behavioral studies on HIV testing among students and healthcare trainees.
	
















	[bookmark: _Hlk171333471]Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
You are hereby suggested to include following recent references to improve the quality of the manuscript.


Li, Y., Scott, C. S., & Li, L. (2008). Chinese nursing students' HIV/AIDS knowledge, attitudes, and practice intentions. Applied Nursing Research, 21(3), 147-152.


Lui, P. S., Sarangapany, J., Begley, K., Coote, K., & Kishore, K. (2014). Medical and nursing students perceived knowledge, attitudes, and practices concerning human immunodeficiency virus. International Scholarly Research Notices, 2014(1), 975875.

	




	PART  3: 


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


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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

	





PART 4

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
This manuscript addresses a relevant and timely topic concerning HIV knowledge and testing intentions among nursing students, a population that plays an important role in future health promotion and preventive care. The study design and sample size are generally appropriate for the research objective, and ethical procedures appear to have been adequately followed. The findings offer potentially useful insights for nursing education and institutional health promotion strategies.

However, the manuscript would benefit from minor revisions to strengthen the scientific contribution. In particular, the literature review and discussion sections require deeper engagement with recent international research, and the interpretation of the statistically significant but weak correlation should be presented more cautiously in terms of practical implications. Additional language editing and clearer acknowledgment of methodological limitations would further improve clarity and overall quality.

Overall, the paper shows moderate publication potential, and I would support consideration for publication following satisfactory revisions, especially in journals with an educational or regional public health focus.
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