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	PART 1: Comments

	
	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.
	The manuscript addresses an important and under-explored area in early childhood education, specifically the competencies and training needs of Day Care Workers (DCWs) in the Philippine barangay system. This topic is highly relevant because DCWs play a crucial role in delivering foundational learning and ensuring developmental preparedness among children aged 3–5. The findings also provide practical implications for designing extension programs, strengthening community-based ECCD structures, and informing policy improvements in local governance. However, the contribution to the international scientific community will be strengthened if the manuscript more explicitly connects its results to global ECCD workforce research, comparative policy
frameworks, and contemporary debates on early childhood workforce professionalization
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The title captures the main variables of the study but is not yet concise, lacks contextual clarity, and does not
reflect the study’s quantitative nature.
	

	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 is informative but overly descriptive and reads like a mini-report rather than a journal-style abstract. It does not clearly highlight:
· the theoretical gap being addressed
· the methodological strength
The description of respondents is too detailed for an abstract.
Lacks explicit statistical information (e.g., reliability coefficient, key numerical findings). The conclusion is too narrative.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Introduction: The introduction is overly long and descriptive; it should focus on synthesizing current ECCD workforce literature, identifying a clear research gap, and situating the study within an international context. Many paragraphs repeat policy descriptions that can be condensed. The theoretical framework must also be better integrated with the study’s rationale.
The methods section needs stronger scientific detail. Cronbach’s alpha values should be explicitly reported; content validity indices must be added; demographic data of respondents should be presented. Weighted mean analysis alone is insufficient for high-tier journals— additional analysis such as correlation or factor analysis would strengthen the rigor.
The results are clear but mostly descriptive. The discussion restates table content rather than deriving deeper insights. Interpretation should be more analytical and grounded in recent international literature (2019–2024). Links between findings and the theoretical framework (e.g., Ripple Effect) should be explicitly discussed. The relevance of the findings to ECCD policy, workforce development, and child outcomes should be more clearly articulated.
The conclusion is practical but not yet scientific. It should highlight the main academic contribution, outline limitations, and propose directions for future research. Repetitive statements should be eliminated.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have
suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references require substantial updating. Several sources are outdated or grey literature. At least 40% of the references should be recent, peer-reviewed, and from high-impact journals. International literature on ECCD
workforce competencies must be added to improve the paper’s relevance and credibility.
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	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	The manuscript’s English language quality needs editing for conciseness, coherence, and academic tone.
Numerous long sentences can be shortened, and some phrasing requires refinement to meet scholarly communication standards.
	

	[bookmark: _GoBack]Optional/General comments
	· The study addresses an important topic, but the manuscript must strengthen its scientific contribution by connecting findings to global ECCD workforce literature and current international debates.
· The introduction is too long and descriptive; it needs to be shortened and focused on the research gap, theoretical justification, and international relevance.
· The title is acceptable but can be clearer; suggested: “Assessing Competency and Training Needs of Day Care Workers for ECCD Extension Program Development.”
· The abstract is overly narrative; it should highlight the gap, key methods, main numerical findings, and scientific implications more concisely.
· The methodology requires more detail—Cronbach’s alpha values, sample demographics
and justification of the analytic approach must be added.
· Weighted mean alone is insufficient; additional statistical analysis (e.g., correlations, factor analysis) is recommended to increase rigor.
· The results section is mostly descriptive; it should present deeper interpretation rather than restating table contents.
· The discussion needs stronger linkage to international studies and theoretical frameworks; current analysis is repetitive and primarily local in scope.
· The conclusion lacks clear articulation of contributions, limitations, and future research directions; it should be more academically structured.
· References require substantial updating; many are outdated or grey literature—recent (2019–2024) high- impact sources must be added.
· English writing needs comprehensive editing for clarity, conciseness, and academic tone.

Overall, Mark: Major Revision Reason:
The manuscript has a relevant topic and clear potential, but the introduction is too descriptive, the methodology lacks statistical rigor, the discussion is mostly repetitive rather than analytical, references are outdated, and the English requires significant editing. With major restructuring and strengthening of scientific components, the paper may become publishable.
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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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