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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.

	This study tackles a real problem that many teachers face daily, helping students who struggle with basic writing skills. While writing instruction research is well-established, there's still limited evidence from Philippine educational contexts, which makes this contribution relevant. The focus on traditional remedial methods is practically useful since most schools don't have access to high-tech interventions. However, I need to note that the study's impact is somewhat limited by methodological issues that affect how confidently we can apply these findings to other settings.
	

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

	The title is more of a piece of creative writing than a scholarly research. Although “From Scribbles to Structure is easy to remember, it does not leave me any idea what the research is all about and by what means was it conducted. I would recommend a more direct one such as Effectiveness of Remedial Writing Instruction to Grade 12 Students: A Pre-Post Intervention Study. This provides a better understanding of the reader of what they are to read.
	

	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 needs better organization. I found myself wanting more specific details about what exactly the remedial instruction involved - how long, how often, what activities? The results section just says writing improved from "Fair" to "Good" without giving me the actual numbers that would help me judge the size of this improvement. The abstract also doesn't mention study limitations or what these findings actually mean for teachers, which I think readers would find helpful.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	There are some methodological issues I find troubling the reliability of the findings. The most significant problem is that it applies to one group and has no control, so it is unknown whether the improvements were due to the remedial instruction or other conditions, such as the normal maturation and practice effects. The paper also fails to clarify how they determined the lowest scores the participants would be selected on, and the 4-point scale described is confusing compared to the numbers presented in the results.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list covers relevant topics, but the authors jump between studies without clearly connecting them to build an argument. I also noticed they introduce concepts like "traditional remedial instruction" without citing sources that define or justify this approach. Adding more recent studies on writing interventions and some methodological references to support their design choices would strengthen the theoretical foundation.
	

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

	
The writing is generally understandable but has some issues that distract from the content.
	

	Optional/General comments

	This research addresses a genuine educational need and shows that remedial instruction can help struggling writers. However, the current manuscript needs substantial revision to meet publication standards. The conclusion section is just one sentence when it should synthesize findings and discuss implications. The methodology section needs much more detail about the intervention and acknowledgment of limitations. While the core findings seem promising, the presentation needs significant improvement to effectively communicate the research's value to the educational community.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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

	






[bookmark: _Hlk209791512]Reviewer details:

[bookmark: _Hlk209791565][bookmark: _GoBack]Jusak Patty, Pattimura University, Indonesia





Created by: DR	              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM	   	Version: 3 (07-07-2024)
