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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.
	The study has a practical and relevant classroom focus because it looks at a simple, low-cost manipulative for improving subtraction among Grade 1 pupils. That is a useful topic for classroom teachers, especially in early numeracy instruction. However, the manuscript still needs minor revision before it is ready for journal submission because there are problems in the wording, structure, consistency, method description, discussion, and reporting of results. Some sections also contain repeated text, contradictory statements, and inaccurate or unclear reporting.
	



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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	



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.
	The title is understandable, but it sounds grammatically awkward:
 “EFFECTIVENESS USING POPSICLE STICKS IN IMPROVING…” should be revised to something more natural, such as:
Suggested revision:
 “Effectiveness of Popsicle Sticks in Improving the Subtraction Skills of Grade 1 Pupils at Bobolosan Elementary School” in this way the title is direct ans SMART
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The abstract includes the purpose, participants, and mention of the t-test, but it still needs important improvements. In which, These statements are too general for a journal abstract. Instead of only saying good and very good, the abstract should report the actual values, such as the pre-test mean, post-test mean, t-value, and p-value. Also, the wording “quasi-experimental, pre-test, and post-test designs” needs grammatical correction and clearer presentation.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The study design is understandable, but the methodology is not yet described in enough detail for a journal article. If may I suggest, we need to reorganize the methods into standard subheadings:
· Research Design
· Participants / Respondents
· Research Instrument
· Intervention Procedure
· Data Gathering Procedure
· Statistical Treatment of Data
· Ethical Considerations
That will make the paper much easier to follow.
In connection to the above-mentioned, the study has a relevant topic and uses a pre-test/post-test approach that can support classroom-based research, but the manuscript still has important scientific weaknesses. The methodology is not described in enough detail, the intervention procedure is repetitive and unclear, and the paper uses the same questionnaire for both the pre-test and post-test, which may affect the validity of the improvement reported. In addition, there are internal inconsistencies in the results, such as the post-test being described with both a mean of 6.92 and a grand mean of 9.56, which unclear confidence in the statistical reporting. The discussion and conclusion also make broader claims than what the data alone can support.
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	The references are not yet strong enough for a journal manuscript.

Here ar some specific issues found:
-several entries are not in consistent academic format
-some sources appear weak or non-scholarly
-some links are incomplete or poorly formatted
-“Corresponding author: Email: XYZ@ABC.COM” still appears in the manuscript, which looks like a placeholder and should be replaced or removed before submission
	

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

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

	The manuscript mentions permission from the principal and adviser, and proper citation of sources. That is a start, but for research involving young pupils, the ethics statement is still incomplete.

What is missing

You should state whether:
1. parental consent was obtained
2. assent from pupils was considered
3. confidentiality/anonymity was protected
4. names were removed from test records
5. participation was voluntary
6. there was no harm to the pupils

In this way, we can say that the students/respondents are protected and all their information are protected.
	



PART 3

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	

This manuscript has a good classroom-based topic and a promising set of findings, but it still reads more like an early thesis draft than a polished journal article. The main problems are not the topic itself, but the presentation: the paper needs clearer academic writing, more consistent reporting, better organization, stronger references, and a more complete methodology. The data suggest that the intervention may have helped, but the paper must explain the process more carefully and discuss its limitations honestly. If these points are addressed well, the study can become much stronger and more publishable.
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