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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.


	While this manuscript addresses an under-researched context, its scientific importance is diminished by significant methodological limitations. The reliance on self-reported data from a single regional center limits the generalizability and objectivity of its findings. Furthermore, the study's cross-sectional design and lack of qualitative depth prevent it from establishing causal relationships or providing nuanced insights into the mechanisms behind AV material effectiveness. These shortcomings reduce the paper's potential to make a robust, transferable contribution to the literature on multimedia learning in postgraduate distance education.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title, while descriptive, is too broad and generic, which diminishes its academic impact and clarity. It fails to highlight the study's specific theoretical frameworks, key variables (engagement, perceptions, outcomes), or its context in a developing country's ODL system. This lack of specificity makes the title less effective for searchability and does not immediately convey the paper's contribution to niche discourses in multimedia learning or transactional distance. A more precise and informative title would better signal the paper's content to the intended scholarly audience.
	

	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 not fully comprehensive, as it lacks critical methodological details and contextual framing. It omits the specific sampling method (convenience sampling) and the study's limitation to a single regional center, which are significant for interpreting the generalizability of the results. Furthermore, the results section does not clearly define the practical or statistical significance of the mean scores reported, nor does it adequately highlight the study's key finding regarding the moderate impact on learning outcomes due to misalignment with assessments. The conclusion would be strengthened by explicitly stating the study's specific recommendations for practice, rather than ending with broad suggestions.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Scientifically, the manuscript contains significant shortcomings that compromise the robustness and validity of its conclusions. The primary issue is its methodological foundation: the reliance on self-reported, cross-sectional survey data from a convenience sample at a single regional center prevents the establishment of causal relationships and limits the generalizability of the findings beyond the specific cohort studied. The quantitative analysis remains largely descriptive, failing to employ more sophisticated statistical methods to model the relationships between key variables like engagement, perceived usefulness, and reported learning outcomes. Furthermore, while theoretical frameworks are mentioned, the study does not adequately operationalize or test their specific principles within the analysis, creating a disconnect between theory and empirical evidence. The inability to objectively measure actual learning outcomes or engagement, relying instead on perceptions, introduces substantial bias and means the core claims about "effectiveness" are not rigorously supported by the data presented.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are insufficient and not adequately recent for a study on contemporary educational technology. Key theoretical citations, such as Mayer (2020) and Laurillard (2012), are outdated editions, and critical empirical studies from the literature review (e.g., Jayasinghe et al., 2024; Kumari et al., 2024) are not included in the reference list, creating a disconnect. The list contains a duplicate entry for Tendo (2023) and relies on foundational models like Davis (1986) without integrating more recent developments in technology acceptance or multimedia learning research from the past five years. This lack of current and comprehensive scholarly engagement undermines the manuscript's theoretical rigor.

	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	Yes, there are notable ethical issues in the reporting of this manuscript. While it states that ethical approval was obtained, it fails to provide any institutional review board details, approval number, or specifics on the informed consent process, which compromises transparency and reproducibility. Furthermore, the manuscript does not address how potential power dynamics—given that participants were students at the researchers' own institution—were mitigated to ensure voluntary participation without coercion. The ethical statement also omits any discussion of how confidentiality was maintained during data collection from a relatively small, identifiable postgraduate cohort, or how the study addressed the digital divide, where students with limited technological access might have been excluded or disadvantaged, raising concerns about equity in the research process itself.
	


Reviewer details:

Louie P. Gula, Visayas State University, Philippines

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

