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	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.


	1. The findings and the proposed TALENT CARE program provide practical, parent-centered tools for supporting children with Autism Spectrum Disorder and Down Syndrome.
2. This study shifts the focus from deficits and disabilities to strengths and potential, offering a fresh perspective in special education research.
3. By documenting parents’ challenges and adaptive strategies, the study generates evidence that can guide inclusive education policies, community-based interventions, and SPED programs.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	1. ‘special needs’ covers a wide spectrum (physical, cognitive, developmental, sensory). Since your study narrows down to Autism Spectrum Disorder and Down Syndrome, the title may feel too general.
2. ‘Bringing out and honing’ sound conversational; academic titles often use sharper terms like nurturing, developing, or supporting.
3. The title doesn’t specify the location (Jakarta, Indonesia), which may limit clarity when people search for region-specific research.
4. I suggest its revision, examples:

(a) Nurturing Talents of Learners with Special Needs: Parents’ Lived Experiences in Jakarta, Indonesia
(b) Parental Experiences in Nurturing the Talents of Learners with Autism and Down Syndrome in Jakarta, Indonesia
	

	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.


	1. The abstract is too long and reads more like a mini-paper. Abstracts should be concise (usually 200–300 words), while this one exceeds that.
2. Mentioning the researcher as a co-participant raises concerns of bias and reflexivity. This needs clarification: how was subjectivity managed?
3. Only five parents is too small even for phenomenology, especially when proposing a full intervention program. The credibility and generalizability of the findings could be questioned.

4. The abstract does not state a guiding theory or conceptual framework. The findings and intervention would be stronger if explicitly tied to parental involvement theories, inclusive education models, or disability studies frameworks.

5. Although TALENT CARE is innovative, proposing a seven-component program from such a small dataset might be overstretching. It would be better presented as preliminary recommendations rather than a fully developed program.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	1. The introduction is too long and reads more like a combination of literature review + personal narrative + findings preview. This makes it lose focus. Introductions should set context, highlight the gap, and state the purpose/research questions concisely.
2. The introduction slips into a personal narrative tone (“They were asking themselves so many questions…”) which is less suitable for an academic introduction. This belongs in the findings/discussion rather than introduction.
3. Even if the study is based in the Philippines, the introduction does not adequately situate it in the Philippine policy and cultural context. It reads as global but lacks local anchoring.
4. Although reflexivity is valuable, including the researcher as a participant creates bias. This should be clearly justified with an explanation of how subjectivity was managed (reflexive journaling, triangulation, peer debriefing, etc.).
5. Though consent is mentioned as a key aspect of ethical considerations, more details are needed: confidentiality, anonymity, withdrawal rights, and how the researcher navigated dual roles (researcher/parent).
6. Regarding results, you have written emotional journeys, stigma, resilience, and systemic gaps are already discussed in the introduction, leading to redundancy. Results should focus on themes and evidence.
7. Your explanation of the five themes are strong, but the explanation is sometimes narrative-heavy instead of thematic-analytic. Each theme should be supported with direct participant quotes to strengthen credibility.
8. I also notice that themes and insights are discussed together, making it difficult to see the clear analytic progression.
9. About the TALENT CARE programme, developing a 7-component national-level intervention from 5 interviews is ambitious and may appear overstretched. It should be framed as preliminary, conceptual, or pilot-level recommendations pending further testing.
10. The implementation Matrix detail is impressive, but the program reads like a full policy document. It could be shortened and tied more tightly to the actual findings. Right now, some activities (e.g., IDEA/IEP training) reflect U.S.-centric frameworks and may not align with Philippine legal realities. The program describes activities, but does not indicate how success will be measured (monitoring, assessment, impact evaluation).
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	1. Even though some African references exist (e.g., Nampijja et al., Khan et al., Isawumi & Oyundoyin), the majority are from the Global North. Given the topic (parental experiences with special needs), a stronger inclusion of Indonesian and Southeast Asian sources is needed for contextual grounding.
2. There are inconsistencies in citation style (APA)
(a) Some entries list full names (e.g., Gallagher, James J.) while others use initials only (e.g., Baird, A. A.).
(b) The use of capitalization in titles is inconsistent: some use sentence case (APA standard), others title case.
3. Scribbr (McCombes, 2023) is a student support website - useful for learning but not an academic, peer-reviewed source. It should be replaced with methodological literature (e.g., Creswell, Yin, Merriam).
4. Theses & repositories (Basara, 2024) are acceptable but should not dominate unless highly relevant. Published peer-reviewed studies are stronger.
5. Gallagher (1986) is over 35 years old. It may still be seminal, but justification is needed for including such an old source in a contemporary PhD.
6. Relevance of references to the topic:

(a) Some references (e.g., Nurjanah et al., 2024 on preschool creative thinking, Helles, 2021 on orphans) are peripherally related but not central to the topic of parental experiences nurturing talents of learners with special needs.
(b) Better alignment is needed: focus on talent development, parental roles, inclusion, and lived experiences of ASD/Down Syndrome families.
	

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


	The introduction slips into a personal narrative tone (“They were asking themselves so many questions…”) which is less suitable for an academic introduction. This belongs in the findings/discussion rather than introduction.

	

	Optional/General comments


	1. The abstract does not mention whether parents gave informed consent, nor how issues of voluntariness and withdrawal rights were handled. Parents of children with disabilities might feel pressured to participate, which raises ethical sensitivity.

2. Inclusion of the researcher as a co-participant can enrich reflexivity, it risks bias and may blur the line between researcher and participant. There’s no mention of how this dual role was managed to ensure objectivity and ethical integrity.

3. There is no mention of approval from an Institutional Review Board (IRB) / Research Ethics Committee.

4. The study is about children’s talents, yet children’s voices are missing. Excluding them could be ethically problematic if the study claims to represent their experiences indirectly.
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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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