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PART 1(Importance of the manuscript)

	
	[bookmark: Comments_of_the_Reviewers_]Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	Please write a few sentences regarding the
	This manuscript addresses an important and timely topic
	

	importance of this manuscript for the scientific
	related to screen time and its effects on sleep, circadian
	

	community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be
	rhythm, and mood among nursing students. With the
	

	required for this part.
	increasing use of digital devices, understanding its impact
	

	
	on student health is highly relevant. The study provides
	

	
	useful insights into how screen exposure influences
	

	
	well-being, particularly in academic settings. The findings
	

	
	can  help  educators  and  institutions  develop  better
	

	
	strategies to promote healthy technology use among
	

	
	students.
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	[bookmark: Rating_of_the_Reviewers_]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
	4 (Good)
	

	[bookmark: 2._Is_the_abstract_of_the_article_compre]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
	4 (Good)
	

	[bookmark: 3._Are_the_keywords_appropriate_and_usef]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 (Good)
	

	[bookmark: 4._Is_the_background_information_of_the_]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 (Good)
	

	[bookmark: 5._Are_the_research_objectives/hypothese]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 (Good)
	

	[bookmark: 6._Is_the_literature_review_relevant_and]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
	4 (Good)
	

	[bookmark: 7._Is_the_research_methodology_appropria]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
	4 (Good)
	

	[bookmark: 8._Were_ethical_issues_properly_addresse]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
	5 (Excellent)
	

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

	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 (Satisfactory)
	

	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
	3 (Satisfactory)
	

	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
	4 (Good)
	

	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
	2 (Needs Improvement)
	

	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
	4 (Good)
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor
	3 (Satisfactory)
	



	N/A = Not Applicable
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	[bookmark: Reviewer’s_comment_]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
	

	[bookmark: Is_the_abstract_of_the_article_comprehen]Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES (but can be improved) Suggestion:
The abstract is clear, but it can be improved by briefly highlighting the strength of the correlation and adding a clearer practical implication of the findings.
	

	[bookmark: Is_the_manuscript_scientifically_correct]Is the manuscript scientifically correct?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	
YES

Suggestions:
The study is scientifically sound and uses appropriate statistical methods. However, the interpretation of “weak correlation” can be explained more clearly for better understanding. Some minor language and formatting corrections are also needed.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent?
(YES or NO)
If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
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Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	The manuscript presents a relevant topic with appropriate methodology and adequate sample size. The findings are useful, although the correlation observed is weak. Minor revisions are needed in the discussion section, language clarity, and inclusion of study limitations. Overall, the paper is suitable for publication after minor revision.
	




	[bookmark: _Hlk156057883][bookmark: _Hlk156057704]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)
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