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	Abstract
The author has done a great job using the suggestions. The abstract now explains that students were ‘purposely selected’ and divided into experimental and control groups based on their class schedules. The term ‘consistent’ is also better defined (referring to students who correctly answered 50–60% of test items). The author also acknowledged that the experimental group was ‘slightly ahead’ initially and explained that the study accounted for this by focusing on each student's gain score (the difference between their pre- and post-test results) rather than just final scores. Examples of apps and activities used in the study are now included (ABCs phonics song - YouTube by Jack Hartmann and Endless Alphabet). Furthermore, the abstract addresses improvement, Although the experimental group showed greater improvement in phonological awareness, gains in rhyming were less significant. This was attributed to the limited emphasis on rhyming in the apps / the inherent difficulty of the skill. Furthermore, the feedback about rhyming activities is also addressed, with a recommendation for developing stronger supports for rhyming instruction (a connection to the intervention's impact).
Introduction

The introduction has made good progress in defining interactive learning materials and linking them to digital applications and interactive storybooks. Citations from Redondo & Catapang (2024) and Omaga & Alieto (2019) are now used to support claims about contextualized videos and teacher perceptions. The connection to the USAID and DepEd collaboration for interactive e-books and videos in the Philippines is also clearer. The author's personal motivation has been rephrased into a more objective explanation of the research's aim to enhance early reading literacy and bridge gaps at San Vicente Elementary School. This new phrasing also links the study to addressing challenges (lack of resources and engagement). Additionally, the introduction now focuses on the study's aim rather than predicting future outcomes. However, there are still a couple of areas that could be strengthened. The categories "Beginning," "Developing," and "Consistent" are defined for kindergarten assessment, but please write sentences explaining why these tiers are important (for tracking progress / identifying learning needs). Furthermore, the research questions are still basic in their phrasing although they have improved and implicitly refer to the interactive materials. Please refine them to directly reflect the skills being targeted / the underlying reasons for investigating the impact of interactive materials.

Method
The issue of having two "Research Design" sections has been fixed; the second one is now titled "Research Instrument" and contains the correct details. Regarding the research design itself, the author now states that a quasi-experimental design was used with a control and experimental group (purpose for comparing outcomes). The description of the participants is now excellent. It states that the study involved 36 kindergarten students from San Vicente Elementary School, divided into two sections, Section Calla (experimental) and Section Lily (control). The author also justifies using these intact classes to avoid disrupting routines, which fully addresses the previous feedback. The detailed listing of interactive learning materials ("Alphabet Sound Flashcards," "Letter Name Bingo," and "Interactive alphabet song and phonics videos") is well-done. The claim about "similar classroom profiles" for both groups is now explained in the Data Gathering Procedures section. The author clarifies that both groups were comparable in terms of age, gender, and academic performance based on previous grades, and that kindergarten teachers confirmed similar instructional pacing and resources. Similarly, the description of the control group's conventional teaching strategies (oral reading, letter drills, and printed worksheets) remains clear and now includes a justification for why these methods lead to different outcomes. However, there are still a few points that need attention, particularly in the Statistical Analysis section. The author has stated that means and independent sample t-tests were used, which is a significant improvement, but there is no mention of the software used for the analysis (like SPSS). More importantly, the rubric is still placed under "Statistical Analysis." This is an odd spot for it, as the rubric is a scoring guide for the research instrument, not a statistical method. It really belongs in the "Research Instrument" section (3.4). If it absolutely must stay in the statistical analysis section, it needs a much clearer introductory sentence explaining its role in interpreting scores for statistical analysis, rather than being presented as a table of "results" when it is actually the rubric itself. The current phrasing of "Table 1. The results of pre-test and post-test..." when Table 1 is the rubric, needs to be corrected as it is misleading.
Result and Discussion

The tables are now clearly described, and relevant studies are cited, which is a great step forward. The author also highlights the results, such as the experimental group achieving perfect scores in identifying letter names. Furthermore, the discussion now includes an excellent explanation of why the interactive materials were so effective (multisensory and engaging nature) and offering examples like songs for phonological awareness and clapping activities for syllable recognition. The author also did a fantastic job of detailing how the experimental group improved from their own starting scores (gain scores), not just how they performed compared to the control group. Lastly, the explanation for rejecting the null hypothesis is much clearer, directly stating that the interactive learning materials had a statistically significant positive impact on reading literacy. However, there are still a few areas that need refinement. The reference to Çetinkaya, Ateş, and Yıldırım (2019) is still being used in the pre-test discussion, even though it is more relevant to the benefits of interactive learning and would fit better in the introduction / the post-test discussion. The author has added excellent questions about "why" the results turned out as they did (why rhyming remained a challenge for the control group but improved significantly for the experimental group), but these questions are currently placed in the pre-test section. While these questions are used for setting up the discussion, they should be moved to the transition from the pre-test to post-test findings / integrated into the post-test discussion where the explanations for these outcomes are provided. The pre-test section itself should focus on explaining the findings, not just posing questions for later discussion. Then, the author has done a great job articulating the statistically significant positive impact of the interactive materials, which is the study's main finding. This result is now clearly stated and supported by a relevant citation from Lestari, Kosasih, and Somad (2023). This citation reinforces the idea that interactive reading models are beneficial for improving language skills in young children, which perfectly aligns with the study's findings and strengthens the argument.
Conclusion

The author has done an excellent job addressing the concern about the comparability of the groups. The revised phrasing now states that "The pre-test results indicated a comparable baseline between the control and experimental groups, with minor differences in specific competencies (such as identifying letter names and counting syllables) considered during analysis, thus supporting the interpretation of post-intervention gains." This acknowledges the slight differences without overstating the groups' comparability, and it correctly frames how those minor differences will be handled when interpreting the results.

References
There has been an improvement in the consistency and completeness of the citations. The author names and year formats are much more uniform throughout the text. All in-text citations now appear in the reference list, and, similarly, all references in the list are cited within the text, which is great. Previously missing citations, such as those for Redondo and Catapang (2024) and Omaga & Alieto (2019), have now been correctly included and cited. Also, the duplicate entry for Salcedo (2020) has been resolved, with the reference now appearing only once in the list and being properly cited.
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