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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer's comment


	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 addresses a critical gap in educational research by evaluating the cultural heritage literacy of future educators in a region rich in diverse ethnolinguistic history. As globalization imposes cultural homogenization, understanding how Social Studies majors perceive and value heritage is vital for ensuring effective intergenerational cultural transmission. The focus on the "Mestizo District" and Vigan provides a specific, localized context that contributes to the broader discourse on heritage pedagogy in the Philippines. Consequently, the findings have practical implications for curriculum development in teacher education programs.
	

	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.

	The Abstract is structurally sound but factually inconsistent with the results presented in the body.
The Abstract should be revised to accurately reflect the empirical data, which indicates gaps in technical knowledge (Low) rather than "High" literacy.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	No, there is a major methodological error in the statistical treatment that must be corrected.
1. In the methodology section, 4-point Likert scale is used (Max score = 4). However, in the Table 1 the Range of Means presents a range for "High Knowledge" as 4.00–5.00. As it is mathematically impossible to achieve a mean greater than 4.00 on a 4-point scale. The range distribution must be recalculated (e.g., 1.00–1.75, 1.76–2.50, etc.) to fit the 4-point instrument.​
2. In the discussion section, there is claim of participants about "Moderate Knowledge" of Vigan's significance (M=3.03). Moreover, the text also categorizes technical details (M=2.73) as "Low Knowledge," which contradicts the Abstract's summary of "moderate to high."

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	There is lack of sufficient recent literature (2020–2025).
Studies related to "digital heritage literacy" or "heritage education in the post-pandemic era" should be referred to modernize the theoretical framework.

	

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

	Language is generally acceptable for scholarly communication but contains occasional awkward phrasing. There should be proofreading for flow and academic tone.
	

	Optional/General comments

	The distinction between "aesthetic appreciation" and "technical knowledge" discussed in the results is a strong point of the paper. This insight should be highlighted more in the conclusion as a key pedagogical gap to address.
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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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