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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.


	This manuscript is important for scientific community related to participatory equity leadership and online access after the COVID-19 pandemic era. The problem statement is concrete enough to substantiate the reason why this study needs to be done. The problem statement pertinent to the digital divide and the persistent gap in online access limits the overall quality of post-pandemic education and reinforces systemic disparities among public school teachers. Thus, this specified what kind of knowledge the study is expected to be obtained.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title “PARTICIPATORY EQUITY LEADERSHIP AND ONLINE ACCESS OF TEACHERS IN PUBLIC ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS: A POST-PANDEMIC EDUCATION” is suitable.

	

	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 provides the necessary background or context for the whole research. It has the aim of the study, methodology, as well as the findings. However, the abstract is not comprehensive enough. Suggestion for improvement: If possible, the concrete problem statement of the study that related to the major issues of post-pandemic education should be included in the abstract.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct.
1. The INTRODUCTION section described a concrete problem statement related to challenges hinder the teachers’ ability to prepare and deliver lessons, assess student learning, and engage in professional development as well as the digital divide barrier (Page 1). 

The Conceptual Framework of the Study is correct with the participatory equity leadership as independent variable and online access of teachers as dependent variable. Moreover, the constructions represented both participatory equity leadership and online access of teachers were sufficient to support the independent and dependent variables.

However, the explanation on the sub-topic on 1.1 Statement of the Problem (Page 2) was related to research questions and not related to the statement of problem. 
Suggestion for improvement: change the 1.1 Statement of the Problem (Page 2) to 1.1 Research Questions.  However, the clarity of research questions is strong.

1.2 Hypotheses section is correct and straight to the point.

2. The METHODOLOGY section comprises 2.1 Research Design; 2.2 Research Respondents; 2.3 Research Instrument; 2.4 Data Gathering Procedure and 2.5 Data Analysis are scientifically correct. (Page 2-Page 3).
3. The RESULTS AND DISCUSSION section was clearly presented and interpreted, and appropriate statistical techniques were used correctly related to the four research questions:
3.1 Level of Participatory Equity Leadership among Public Elementary School Teachers in Post-Pandemic Education

3.2 Level of Level of Online Access among Public Elementary School Teachers in Post-Pandemic Education 

3.3 Significant Relationship Between Participatory Equity Leadership and Online Access among Public Elementary School Teachers in Post-Pandemic Education

3.4. Domains of the Participatory Equity Leadership that Significantly Influence Online Access among Public Elementary School Teachers in Post-Pandemic Education

         The results of the data analyses for the four research questions support and  

         provide reasonable explanations of the findings. Moreover, the discussion of the 

         subject is purely analytical. The author managed to present relevant research, 

         sensitively and respectfully constructed to recognize both Indigenous and non-
         Indigenous points of view. 

4. The numbering of the CONCLUSION section is not in sequence; Suggestion for improvement: it should be number 4 and not number 5. 
However, from my point of view, the conclusion part is insightful and convincing enough because it provides a substantial basis for the recommendations.
5. There is a substantial basis for the recommendations. The RECOMMENDATION section based on the findings described how the author draws reasonable implication for practicing the future research from their findings, such as exploring the long-term impact of participatory equity leadership on online access in various school contexts, investigating how to provide valuable insights on sustainability of online learning tools and the equitable distribution of resources, examining the relationship between policy context and online access, exploring how educational policies may further support equitable access to digital tools and technology for teachers and students in post-pandemic education.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are quite sufficient and very up to date (from year 2020 – 2025).

	

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


	The English quality of the manuscript is suitable for scholarly communications.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript meets the general criteria for the journal. The content of the manuscript is appropriate for the journal because it provides insights related to the participatory equity leadership and online access after the COVID-19 pandemic era. The author used subheadings well to clarify the sections, especially the Methodology part. It covers a few subsections to investigate the research questions. Moreover, the significance of the study concretely spells out the benefits that will accrue from the study
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