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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 an important issue in pharmacy education by examining the relationship between emotional intelligence, professional competencies, and practical proficiency among pharmacy students. The topic is relevant to the scientific community because contemporary pharmacy practice requires not only technical and clinical knowledge but also strong interpersonal, ethical, and emotional competencies. The study may contribute to discussions on curriculum development, particularly regarding the integration of emotional intelligence training into pharmacy education. However, the manuscript requires substantial improvement in language quality, methodological clarity, discussion depth, and reference consistency before it can make a stronger scientific contribution.
	



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
	4 — Good
The title reflects the main variables of the study. However, it could be made more concise and academically polished. The abbreviation “E.I.” should be avoided or standardized as “emotional intelligence (EI).”
	

	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
	3 — Satisfactory
The abstract covers the background, theoretical basis, method, results, and implications. However, it is too dense and should be revised for clarity, conciseness, and stronger reporting of key quantitative findings.
	

	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
The keywords are relevant to the manuscript. However, they should be formatted consistently and arranged alphabetically if required by the journal.
	

	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
	3 — Satisfactory
The background is relevant and sufficiently broad, but it is overly lengthy and contains several repetitive ideas. The argument should be reorganized to move more clearly from general context, research gap, and study rationale.
	

	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
	3 — Satisfactory
The objectives are generally understandable, but they are embedded within long paragraphs. They should be stated explicitly, preferably in a separate paragraph or numbered format.
	

	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
	3 — Satisfactory
The manuscript uses many recent sources, but some references appear only loosely related to the study focus. The literature review should be more selective and critically synthesized rather than merely cited.
	

	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
	3 — Satisfactory
The descriptive-correlational design is generally appropriate. However, the manuscript needs clearer information on instrument validation, reliability, sampling justification, inclusion criteria, and the development of the professional competency and practical proficiency instruments.
	

	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
	2 — Needs Improvement
The manuscript mentions confidentiality and anonymity, but it does not clearly state whether ethical approval, informed consent, or institutional review procedures were obtained. This section should be strengthened.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 — Satisfactory
The results are presented systematically through tables and interpretation. However, the text is repetitive and often restates the tables without deeper analytical explanation.
	

	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
The tables are relevant and necessary, but their formatting should be improved. Some tables are difficult to read, and there are inconsistencies in spacing, punctuation, and numbering.
	

	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
	2 — Needs Improvement
The discussion includes some citations, but it remains largely descriptive. The manuscript should provide deeper comparison with previous studies, explain similarities or differences, and discuss theoretical and practical implications more critically.
	

	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
The conclusions are generally consistent with the findings. However, claims should be moderated to reflect the correlational design, which does not allow strong causal interpretation.
	

	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
	1 — Poor
The manuscript does not provide a clear limitations section. It should discuss limitations such as single-institution sampling, self-reported data, cross-sectional design, and limited generalizability.
	

	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
	3 — Satisfactory
The number of references is sufficient, but the list appears excessive and uneven in relevance. Some references seem unrelated to pharmacy education, emotional intelligence, or competency development. Citation style and formatting also require careful checking.
	

	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
	2 — Needs Improvement
The manuscript is understandable overall, but it contains many grammatical, punctuation, capitalization, and sentence-structure problems. Extensive language editing is required to meet the standard of academic English.
	



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, with minor improvement needed.

The title is generally suitable because it reflects the main variables of the study: emotional intelligence, professional competencies, and practical proficiency in pharmacy education. However, the wording can be improved for clarity and academic style. The abbreviation “E.I.” should be avoided in the title.

Suggested revised title:
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	YES, but revision is needed.

The abstract is comprehensive because it includes the study background, theoretical basis, methodology, major findings, and implications. However, it is too dense and would benefit from clearer organization. The authors should include more specific quantitative results, avoid overly general statements, and make the abstract more concise and structured.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	NO, not fully.

The manuscript is scientifically relevant, but several aspects need improvement before publication. The methodology requires clearer explanation, especially regarding instrument validation, reliability testing, sampling criteria, and ethical approval. The discussion is also too descriptive and does not critically compare the findings with previous studies. In addition, because the study uses a correlational design, the authors should avoid causal wording such as “leads to” or “influence” unless supported by the design and analysis.
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	YES, but refinement is needed.

The references are sufficient in number and many are recent. However, the reference list appears excessive and contains several sources that are not directly related to emotional intelligence, pharmacy education, professional competencies, or practical proficiency. The authors should remove irrelevant references, ensure all cited works appear in the reference list, verify the accuracy of publication details, and follow the journal’s required citation style consistently.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	YES.

The manuscript mentions confidentiality and anonymity, but it does not clearly state whether ethical approval was obtained from an institutional review board or ethics committee. It also does not clearly explain whether informed consent was obtained from the student respondents. Since the study involved human participants, the authors should provide a clear ethical statement describing ethical clearance, informed consent, voluntary participation, confidentiality, anonymity, and data protection procedures.
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