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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 manuscript makes a meaningful contribution to the scientific community by providing empirical evidence on the predictive role of college preparedness in shaping career decision-making among senior high school students using robust correlational and regression analyses. By situating the study within the Philippine senior high school context, it enriches the global literature with localized data from an underrepresented educational setting, thereby enhancing cross-cultural understanding of career development processes. The findings advance educational and psychological research by demonstrating that preparedness is not merely associated with, but significantly predicts, students’ career decision-making competence. Moreover, the study offers valuable insights for researchers, policymakers, and guidance practitioners seeking evidence-based strategies to strengthen career guidance, educational transitions, and youth workforce readiness.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes 
	

	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.


	Yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes
	

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


	Yes
	

	Optional/General comments


	Major Technical Comments
1. Title and Scope
· The title is clear and aligned with the study design; however, “Preparedness” is broad. Consider specifying “College Preparedness” consistently in the title to match the operational definition used in the manuscript.

· The phrase “Toward Higher Education” could be clarified by indicating the Philippine SHS context in the title to strengthen localization and relevance.



2. Abstract
· The abstract is informative but too results-heavy. Consider briefly adding:

· The research design (descriptive–correlational) explicitly.

· The sampling technique (complete enumeration).

· The statement “There is a significant difference on the level of college preparedness…” should specify between which groups (Grade 11 vs Grade 12) in the abstract for clarity.

· Avoid repetition of “high” and “very high”; instead, emphasize interpretive meaning (e.g., implications for guidance programs).



3. Introduction and Literature Review
· The literature review is comprehensive; however:

· Some citations are clustered without critical synthesis. Consider explicitly stating how each cited study informs your variables or hypotheses.

· Strengthen the research gap by clearly stating:

“While previous studies examined preparedness and career decision-making separately, few have empirically tested preparedness as a predictor using regression analysis in the Philippine SHS context.”

· The alignment with SDG 4 and SDG 8 is appropriate, but it would be stronger if briefly linked to guidance policy or curriculum outcomes.



4. Research Design
· The descriptive–correlational design is appropriate; however:

· Clarify whether the regression model is predictive or explanatory, as causal language should be avoided.

· Add a brief justification for using simple linear regression instead of multiple regression, especially since psychosocial factors are acknowledged.



5. Participants and Sampling
· The use of complete enumeration is a strength.

· However, the manuscript should explicitly acknowledge that:

· The single-school setting limits external validity.

· Findings are context-specific, and generalization should be done cautiously.

· Consider reporting the gender distribution and academic strand (if available), as these are often relevant in career studies.



6. Research Instruments
· The adoption of validated instruments is commendable.

· Technical improvements needed:

· Report reliability coefficients (Cronbach’s alpha) for the current sample, not only cite prior studies.

· Specify whether content validation or pilot testing was conducted after contextual modification.

· Clarify whether reverse-coded items were handled appropriately, especially in the career decision-making scale.



7. Data Analysis
· The statistical procedures are appropriate; however:

· Include effect size interpretation (e.g., r = .69 as “large effect”).

· For regression, explicitly state whether assumptions of linearity, homoscedasticity, and multicollinearity were checked.

· The use of JASP software is acceptable; consider mentioning the version number for reproducibility.



8. Results Presentation
· Tables are detailed but could be improved by:

· Reducing item-level redundancy in the main text; move lengthy tables to appendices if allowed by the journal.

· Ensuring consistent formatting (e.g., “SD” vs “Sd”).

· Some negatively worded items (e.g., “I am not ready to make a career choice yet”) show high means—this requires interpretive clarification or confirmation of reverse scoring.



9. Discussion
· The discussion is well-supported by literature; however:

· Avoid repeating numerical results—focus on interpretation and implications.

· Explicitly discuss why Grade 12 students outperform Grade 11 students, linking this to developmental or curricular exposure.

· Consider adding a brief theoretical grounding (e.g., Social Cognitive Career Theory) to strengthen academic depth.



10. Conclusion and Recommendations
· The conclusion is coherent but lengthy.

· Recommendations could be strengthened by:

· Clearly separating policy-level, school-level, and guidance counselor-level implications.

· Avoiding prescriptive language that is not directly tested (e.g., longitudinal outcomes).
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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


	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	NO
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	NO
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	Here reviewer should declare his/her competing interest. If nothing to declare he/she can write “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer”
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	Guideline
	MARKS of this  manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 

( Highest: 10  Lowest: 0 )

Guideline: 

Accept As It Is: (>9-10)

Minor Revision: (>8-9)

Major Revision: (>7-8)

Serious Major revision: (>5-7)

Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)

Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
	7
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