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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.
	The manuscript carries major significance as it investigates the association between social inclusivity and student nurses' well-being. Moreover, it pinpoints the supportive and inclusive nursing education environments being greatly in demand. The results can be a great help for the educators and the institutions in enhancing the students' feeling of belongingness, academic satisfaction, and emotional well-being.
	




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
	Yes. The title is clear and appropriate because it directly reflects the main variables of the study: social inclusivity and well-being among student nurses.
4 = Good
	

	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
	Indeed, the abstract is quite thorough overall since it mentions the aim, study design sample instruments, statistical analysis, major results, and conclusion. On the other hand, it needs some minor language and statistical reporting improvements.
4 = Good
	

	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, 4 = Good
	

	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
	Yes, the background information is quite in-depth and it definitely relates to the main topic as it discusses the need for social inclusivity and well-being in nursing education. Nevertheless, it is necessary to improve the structure, transitions and link of global literature to local study context.
3 = Satisfactory
	

	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
	Yes. The research questions are mostly clear since the paper discusses social inclusivity assessment, quantifies well-being and finds a link between the two. On the other hand, the hypotheses might be made much clearer if they were put into a separate section. 
Yes, 4 = Good
	

	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
	Yes, the literature review does make sense and is quite current. For instance, it talks about recent researches in the areas of social inclusivity belongingness nursing education, stress, and student well-being. However, it could be better if a few more recent and directly related nursing studies are added and also a more systematic organization of the reviewed literature is done.
Yes, 4 = Good
	

	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 methodology of this research is broadly suitable as the study continued with a descriptive-correlational design. Such a plan is apt in this case since the object of study was the relationship between social inclusivity and well-being. The use of stratified random sampling, adopted questionnaires, and Spearman's rho is also appropriate to the aim of the study. A significant improvement to the methodology would be to describe in detail the validity and reliability, results of the test for normality, and limitations of the study.
Yes, 4 = Good
	

	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
	Sure. Ethical consideration was rightly handled because the paper lists ethical clearance, institutional approval, informed consent, voluntary participation, and respondents' confidentiality. Whereas, at this point, the ethics approval information needs to be thoroughly checked against the formatting and consistency criteria.
Yes, 4 = Good
	

	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 findings are, by and large, visually laid out with the aid of tables accompanied by some short explanation. In fact, the study paper provides the average scores of social inclusivity and well-being and also shows the correlation results. Nevertheless, apart from more organized writing, the results section requires clearer table formatting and a few statistical reporting errors to be corrected.
3 = Satisfactory
	

	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, it is necessary and relevant to include the tables since they show primary descriptive and correlation results of the study. Nevertheless, tables need to be reformatted per journal style, and the statistical values have to be verified for consistency and clarity.
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
	Yes. The discussion ties the results of the study with the existing literature by linking social inclusivity, belongingness and well-being with the previous research. On the other hand, it requires a more in-depth, critical comparison with the recent studies in nursing education and a more straightforward clarification of how the results back the earlier studies or distinguish them from one another.
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
	Yes. The conclusions are generally supported by the data because the reported results show a positive relationship between social inclusivity and well-being among student nurses. However, the conclusion should be made more concise and should avoid overgeneralization beyond the study sample.
Yes, 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
	No. The limitations of the study are not clearly discussed in a separate section. The manuscript should mention limitations such as the use of one private college institution, self-reported data, and limited generalizability of the findings.
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
	Yes, the references are mostly on target and enough, as they cover issues of social inclusivity, nursing education, student well-being, belongingness, and academic satisfaction. However, a few references have to be revised, completed, and properly formatted APA 7th edition, and couple of old or weak web sources must be swapped with current peer-reviewed articles. 3 = Satisfactory
	

	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
	Partly yes. The manuscript is generally intelligible but requires thorough language editing in the areas of grammar, sentence structure punctuation capitalization, and academic flow. Also, some parts of the text excessively repeat the same points and it would be better if the author reworked them so that the meaning becomes more clear. 
3 = Satisfactory
	




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 does work well as it clearly points out the main research area: social inclusiveness and well-being of student nurses. Besides, it is short, pertinent, and consistent with the research aims.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes. The abstract is extensive as it features the study aim design setting, sample size instruments data analysis, major findings, and conclusion. However, it still requires some light corrections in grammar, sentence flow, and statistical notation.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Insufficient. This paper is indeed an interesting scientific piece however make the necessary corrections in line with the reviewers' comments. Some major authors have been requested to fix errors in statistical reporting, such as writing p < 0. 001 instead of p > 0. 001, improve consistency in the methodology headings, clarify reliability and validity information of the instruments, and avoid overgeneralizing the findings beyond the selected private college sample.
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, most of the references are appropriate and include quite a few recent ones. Yet, it is necessary to update, complete and properly format some of the references according to APA 7th edition style. Besides this, the author should substitute the weak web-based sources and the outdated references with the recent peer-reviewed studies in nursing and education.
	

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

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

	The manuscript doesn't seem to contain significant ethical issues since it mentions obtaining ethical approval, informed consent, voluntary participation, and confidentiality. Nonetheless, the authors need to make sure that the ethics approval code, the consent procedure, and the information about data protection are given clearly and in a consistent manner.
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