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	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	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.

	Manuscript presents a practical tracer study that adds useful empirical data on the employability and performance of MIT graduates from ISAT U. The findings align with institutional quality assurance mechanisms required by CHED and ASEAN frameworks. It contributes meaningfully to understanding curriculum relevance, graduate traits, and stakeholder satisfaction. The combination of survey-based quantitative data and employer perspectives supports program development and industry-academia alignment. This study holds value for higher education institutions seeking to evaluate professional graduate programs and adapt them to industry 4.0 demands.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	

The current title is adequate and directly reflects the manuscript content.
	

	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 gives a clear summary of the methods, findings, and implications. One suggestion is to briefly mention the strong emphasis on soft skills and the 100% recommendation rate to improve clarity of impact.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound. The study design, sampling, and descriptive analysis methods are appropriate. However, additional clarification on the reliability statistics of the instrument would enhance the methodological rigor.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are mostly from 2023–2025 and are highly relevant. Still, including 1–2 regional tracer study comparisons or CHED tracer evaluations would broaden the contextual benchmark.
	

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

	the manuscript uses acceptable academic English. Minor improvements in paragraph transitions and verb consistency can help with fluency but do not hinder understanding.
	

	Optional/General comments

	Minor Revision – The manuscript is scientifically robust, policy-relevant, and methodologically sound, with only minor refinements needed in phrasing and synthesis.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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