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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 provides evidence of the positive relationship between social inclusivity and well-being among student nurses.
It emphasizes the role of social support and acceptance in improving academic performance and emotional resilience.
The findings can guide educators and institutions in creating more inclusive learning environments.
It also adds valuable knowledge to existing research and supports future studies in this area.
The findings highlight that fostering a more inclusive social environment can significantly enhance student nurses’ academic success 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
	5.
The title is clear, concise, and accurately reflects the main variables (social inclusivity and well-being) and the study population (student nurses).
	

	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
	5
The abstract is comprehensive, covering the aims, methodology, key results, and conclusion clearly and effectively.
	

	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
The keywords are appropriate, relevant, and effectively represent the main concepts of the study, aiding in easy indexing and retrieval.
	

	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
	5
The background information is sufficient, well-structured, and clearly establishes the context and significance of the study.
	

	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
	5
The research objectives are clearly stated, specific, and directly aligned with the purpose of the study.
	

	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
The literature review is relevant and supports the study well, though inclusion of more recent sources could further strengthen it.
	

	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
	5
The research methodology is appropriate and well-aligned with the study objectives, effectively supporting the analysis of the relationship between variables.
	

	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
Ethical considerations were clearly addressed, including obtaining ethical clearance and institutional approval prior to data collection.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	       4
 The results are presented clearly with appropriate use of statistics, making the findings easy to understand and interpret.

	

	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
	4
The tables and figures are clear and relevant to the study, though minor improvements in formatting or labeling could 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
	4
The discussion appropriately relates the findings to existing literature, though deeper critical comparison with more recent studies could further strengthen it.
	

	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
	5
The conclusions are well-supported by the data and accurately reflect the study findings.
	

	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
	4
The study discusses its limitations adequately, though a more detailed explanation could further strengthen the transparency of the research.
	

	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
The references are relevant and generally sufficient, though including a few more recent sources could further strengthen the manuscript.
	


	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
	4
The manuscript is generally clear and understandable, though minor grammatical and wording improvements could enhance overall clarity.
	





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
The title is suitable as it clearly reflects the key variables and the study population.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
The abstract is comprehensive and effectively summarizes the key aspects of the study.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	       Yes
The manuscript is scientifically sound, with appropriate methodology, analysis, and interpretation of results.
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	        No
While the references are relevant, the manuscript would benefit from including more recent studies (from the last 3–5 years) to strengthen its scientific relevance and currency.
	

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

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

	        No
There are no apparent ethical issues; the study clearly mentions obtaining ethical clearance and institutional approval before data collection.
	




PART  3

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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
The manuscript is well-structured and addresses a relevant topic in nursing education, highlighting the role of social inclusivity in student well-being. The methodology is appropriate, and the results are clearly presented with meaningful interpretation. However, minor revisions are recommended, including improving grammatical clarity, enhancing the depth of discussion with more recent literature, and refining tables for better readability. Expanding on study limitations and providing practical implications for educators would further strengthen the manuscript. Overall, the study makes a valuable contribution and is suitable for publication after minor revisions
Strengthening the discussion with more recent literature, improving language clarity, and elaborating on practical implications and limitations would further enhance the quality of the manuscript.
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