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PART 1


	
	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.
	1. This manuscript contributes to the scientific community by providing empirical evidence on the relationship between caffeine consumption motives and study skills among nursing students, a population exposed to high academic and clinical demands.
2. It advances current knowledge by highlighting how functional motives such as alertness and mood enhancement are associated with academic behaviors, offering insights into caffeine use as a potential coping mechanism.
3. The findings are particularly valuable for educators, healthcare professionals, and policymakers in designing interventions that promote healthier study habits and responsible caffeine consumption.
4. Furthermore, the study adds to the limited literature in the Philippine context, supporting the development of evidence-based strategies to improve student well-being and academic performance.
	





























PART  2

	


	
	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
	Yes, the title is generally clear, specific, and appropriate for the study. It accurately reflects the two main variables—motives for caffeine consumption and study skills inventory.
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
	The abstract is generally comprehensive and well-structured, as it includes the essential components of a scientific abstract—aims, design, methodology, results, and conclusion.
4
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, the keywords are generally appropriate and relevant to the study, as they reflect the core concepts: caffeine, study skills, motives for caffeine consumption, coping behavior, and student nurses.
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
	The background information is generally sufficient and logically organized, providing a clear foundation for the study. It progresses well from general information about caffeine to its use among students, and finally to the specific research gap, which is appropriate for a scientific paper.
5
	

	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 research objectives are generally clear but not explicitly and formally stated, while the hypothesis is implied rather than clearly written.
3
	

	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 literature review is relevant and largely up to date, and it appropriately supports the focus of the study. It includes recent studies (2023–2025) and covers key areas such as caffeine consumption, student behavior, and study skills, which align well with the research objectives.
4
	

	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
	Yes, the research methodology is appropriate and well-aligned with the objectives of the study.
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
	Yes, ethical issues were generally properly addressed, and the study demonstrates compliance with standard research ethics requirements.
4
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, the results are generally presented clearly and systematically, with appropriate use of tables and logical sequencing.
5
	

	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
	Yes, the tables and figures are generally clear, relevant, and necessary for presenting the study findings.
4
	

	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
	Yes, the discussion generally relates the findings to existing literature.
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
	The conclusions are generally supported by the data.
4
	

	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
	No, the limitations of the study are not explicitly discussed, which is a notable weakness.
4
	

	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
	Yes, the references are generally relevant and sufficient in number.
4
	

	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.
4
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	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)
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