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	Reviewer’s comment
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	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	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 is relevant and important for preserving the cultural knowledge of the community. The research is significant as it tries to suggest improvements in the curriculum. The study is focussed and to the point as it is narrowed down to sampling of BPED students of the University of Eastern Philippines. Thus, it aims to address the problem of difference between theoretical and procedural knowledge about the traditional Philippine folk dance in the above target group. In my opinion, this study is significant.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The title of the research paper is appropriate. 
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.
	The abstract substantially explains the plan and outcomes of the study. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct. However, there is inconsistency in describing the statistical data. The manuscript has 8 tables and the researcher has misinformed the data from table no. 7. Instead of stating the table no. 7 shows……, the researcher has referred to the data of table no. 7 as (table no 6 presents the theoretical…..). It is suggested that the mistake should be corrected.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient and recent.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The language of the manuscript is suitable. However, the use of auxiliary verb was/were in the  statistical explanation section of the study seem inappropriate. For example, the researcher has used auxiliary ‘was’ instead of ‘were’ in the sentence – “In terms of the history of folk dance, the table presents that 17 or 16.50% was rated very good,”. Here was should be replaced by were as the researcher is talking about many numbers of respondents. Similarly, in the data related to Props, the statement should have been – “The table shows that out of 103 respondents, 73 or 70.87% were rated very good”. Here the researcher has missed to mention “were rated very good”. Therefore, it is advised to pay attention to these suggestions in the paper.
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	Overall, the manuscript is good. With a few modifications, it can be acceptable for publication.
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