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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 important to the scientific and educational community because it provides timely evidence on the digital literacy and readiness of primary grade teachers in implementing the MATATAG Curriculum in the Philippines. The study contributes to current discussions on curriculum reform, teacher preparedness, and the integration of digital competencies in basic education. Its findings highlight that while teachers demonstrate high levels of digital literacy and readiness, digital literacy alone does not significantly influence curriculum readiness, emphasizing the importance of pedagogical competence, training, and institutional support. Furthermore, the study offers valuable insights for policymakers, school administrators, and researchers in designing professional development programs that strengthen both technological and instructional capacities of teachers
	




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Good 
The title is clear, concise, and accurately reflects the main variables and focus of the study. It appropriately identifies the target participants and the context of the MATATAG Curriculum implementation.
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Good
Comments: The abstract effectively summarizes the objectives, methodology, findings, and implications of the study. However, it may still be improved by briefly emphasizing the significance of the study and key recommendations.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Excellent
Comments: The keywords are relevant, specific, and aligned with the major concepts discussed in the manuscript, making the article easily searchable and identifiable.
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Good
Comments: The introduction provides adequate background information supported by recent literature and establishes the importance of digital literacy and teacher readiness. The discussion is generally well organized, although some sections may be streamlined to improve clarity and coherence.
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	·  Excellent
Comments: The research objectives are clearly stated, specific, and aligned with the study variables and overall purpose of the research. 
·  Is the literature review relevant and up to date?

	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Good
Comments: The study includes relevant and recent literature that supports the research problem and theoretical foundation. However, a more synthesized discussion of related studies could further strengthen the review.
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Excellent
Comments: The descriptive correlational design, sampling procedure, instruments, and statistical treatments are appropriate and suitable for addressing the research objectives.
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Excellent
Comments: Ethical considerations such as informed consent, confidentiality, voluntariness, and credibility were properly discussed and appropriately observed in the study.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Good
Comments: The results are presented systematically with clear explanations and supporting statistical data. Minor improvements in conciseness and formatting could further enhance readability.
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


	Good
Comments: The tables are relevant and useful in presenting the findings of the study. Some formatting adjustments and simplification may improve visual clarity and consistency.
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Excellent
Comments: The discussion effectively connects the findings with previous studies and theoretical perspectives, demonstrating the relevance of the results within the broader educational context. 

	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Excellent
Comments: The conclusions are logically derived from the findings and are consistent with the presented data and statistical analysis.
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Satisfactory
Comments: The study indirectly implies several limitations; however, a clearer and more explicit discussion of limitations and delimitations would strengthen the transparency and rigor of the research. 

	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Excellent
Comments: The manuscript includes numerous relevant and recent references from credible sources that adequately support the study’s framework, discussion, and analysis.
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Good
Comments: The manuscript is generally written in clear and understandable language with logical organization of ideas. However, minor grammatical revisions, sentence restructuring, and proofreading are recommended to improve clarity and academic writing quality.
	




PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

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


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	Yes. The title clearly reflects the focus, variables, and participants involved in the study.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	Yes. The abstract adequately summarizes the objectives, methodology, major findings, and implications of the study.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	Yes. The manuscript follows appropriate research procedures, uses suitable statistical analysis, and presents findings supported by related literature and data interpretation.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	Yes. The manuscript includes sufficient and up-to-date references from credible and relevant scholarly sources that support the study comprehensively.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	NO.
The manuscript adequately addressed ethical considerations, including informed consent, voluntariness, confidentiality, credibility, plagiarism prevention, and authorship responsibilities. The study also indicated that respondents’ privacy and participation rights were protected throughout the research process.
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Hana Lestari, UIN Syarif Hidayatullah Jakarta, Indonesia
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