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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.


	This manuscript is valuable because it provides rare qualitative insight into the lived realities of TC participants under community supervision in the Philippines. This research topic is an under-researched context in Southeast Asian correctional literature. The manuscript focuses on the lived experiences of probationers and parolees in a therapeutic community programme, examining peer influence, adjustment to programme discipline, reflection, spirituality, livelihood, behavioural change, and reintegration. This is a meaningful contribution area because community-based rehabilitation, especially in lower-resource supervision settings, is under-described qualitatively in many jurisdictions. The manuscript also attempts to integrate psychosocial, behavioural, spiritual, and vocational dimensions rather than treating rehabilitation as a narrowly criminogenic intervention. If the study is strengthened methodologically and analytically, it could help scholars and practitioners understand how rehabilitation is negotiated subjectively within community-corrections settings and where programme design may fail to address structural barriers such as poverty and unstable livelihoods.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is appropriate and descriptive. It could be slightly refined (e.g., “Exploring Lived Experiences, Challenges, and Personal Development of Parolees and Probationers in a Philippine Therapeutic Community Program”) to enhance specificity and searchability.
	

	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 reasonably comprehensive in structure. It states the problem, intervention, participants, method, major findings, and practical implication. However, it is too long, contains some over-assertive causal language, and does not adequately convey the study’s methodological limitations. It should explicitly indicate that the study is small-scale and exploratory. It would also benefit from clearer wording on design, sample, and the scope of inference. [It could be strengthened by explicitly naming the five main themes and stating the exact number of participants].
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The scientific core of the study s potentially sound. The current framing of the study is too expansive for the evidence presented. Although the overall argument is plausible and the qualitative themes are credible, the manuscript overextends what can be claimed from five interviews in one regional setting. The design supports exploratory thematic insight into perceived experiences, not strong claims about programme effectiveness or general rehabilitation outcomes. Issues: repetition and lack of saturation discussion 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References have formatting issues. The list is also not especially rich in qualitative TC literature or community-corrections-specific scholarship relative to the paper’s exact focus. The references are therefore adequate as a starting point, but not yet sufficiently polished or fully aligned with the manuscript. Missing reference: De Leon, 2010”. Fix in-text reference “Vishe …” in the sentence: Individuals who successfully apply program teachings—such as self-discipline, responsibility, and decision-making skills—are more likely to maintain positive behavioral patterns and avoid reoffending (Vishe & Mallik-Kane, 2007).
	

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


	It requires significant language editing. While ideas are clear, there are frequent grammatical errors, awkward phrasing, inconsistent tense usage, missing articles, and Cebuano-influenced sentence structures.  Some sentences are too long. Address also repetition.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The scientific rigour of the study can be improved substantially through methodological strengthening, clearer analytic procedures, stronger theoretical grounding, and tighter reporting. At present the study has a valid qualitative intent, but several elements that establish rigour in qualitative research are underdeveloped. 

The methodological design must be clarified and justified. The manuscript states that the study is “phenomenological”, yet the procedures described correspond more closely to a generic qualitative thematic analysis. If the authors intend to conduct phenomenology, they must specify the epistemological approach (for example descriptive Husserlian or interpretive Heideggerian phenomenology), the phenomenological interviewing strategy, and the analytic procedure used to derive lived-experience structures. If the analysis is actually thematic using the Braun–Clarke framework, the design should simply be described as a qualitative thematic analysis. Methodological coherence is essential for rigour.

The sampling strategy requires greater transparency and justification. A sample of five participants can be acceptable in qualitative research if the aim is exploratory depth rather than representativeness, but the authors must explain the inclusion criteria, the rationale for combining purposive and snowball sampling, and how the sample size was determined. The study should also state whether theoretical saturation or information power was considered when determining that five interviews were sufficient. Without that explanation, the study appears methodologically underpowered.
The data collection procedure should be reported in greater detail. Rigorous qualitative reporting normally includes the length of interviews, the language used during interviews, the context in which interviews occurred, whether interviews were recorded and transcribed verbatim, and whether translation was required. If translation occurred, the manuscript should explain the translation and verification process. These details enable readers to assess the reliability and authenticity of the data.

The analytic process needs to be described more explicitly. The manuscript currently states that thematic analysis following Braun and Clarke was used, but it does not explain how coding was conducted. A rigorous description should indicate whether coding was inductive or deductive, whether a coding framework was developed iteratively, whether more than one researcher coded the transcripts, and how disagreements were resolved. Including a short description of how themes were refined and validated would strengthen the transparency of the analysis.

Qualitative rigour criteria should be operationalised rather than merely mentioned. The manuscript refers to credibility, dependability, transferability, and confirmability, but these concepts must be demonstrated through concrete practices. For example, credibility could be supported through member checking or prolonged engagement with participants; dependability through an audit trail documenting coding decision; transferability through thick contextual description; and confirmability through reflexive journaling and independent coding checks.

Reflexivity should be addressed. Qualitative research requires acknowledgement of the researchers’ positionality and potential influence on data interpretation. The manuscript should briefly explain the researchers’ relationship to the study setting, their professional roles, and how potential bias was managed during data collection and analysis.
Seventhly, the analysis should move beyond description toward interpretation. At present the results section largely presents participant quotations followed by brief explanatory commentary. Scientific rigour would improve if the authors engaged more deeply with the meaning of the themes, explored relationships between themes, and situated the findings within relevant criminological or rehabilitation theories. For example, the role of peer influence, discipline, spirituality, and livelihood could be interpreted through desistance theory, social learning theory, or strengths-based rehabilitation models.

The limitations of the study should be acknowledged more explicitly. A rigorous qualitative manuscript openly discusses constraints such as small sample size, potential selection bias arising from snowball sampling, the limited institutional context, and the possibility that participants may present socially desirable responses when discussing rehabilitation programmes. Recognising these limitations increases the credibility of the research rather than weakening it.

The discussion should be better integrated with the existing literature. Instead of citing literature merely to confirm that a theme exists elsewhere, the authors should compare their findings critically with previous research, identify points of convergence and divergence.
Aligning the manuscript with established qualitative reporting frameworks such as the COREQ (Consolidated Criteria for Reporting Qualitative Research) checklist would help ensure that essential methodological details are included and clearly presented.

	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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