
Review Form (Research)
	Journal Name:
	Journal of Applied Chemical Science International 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_JACSI_14638

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	DISCUSSION ON PRINCIPLES AND STEPS TO DEVELOP THE ABILITY TO APPLY TEACHING INTEGRATED TOPICS IN CHEMISTRY

	Type of the Article
	Research Article




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 because it adds to ongoing discussions on improving Chemistry teaching through integrated and competency-based approaches. It provides useful ideas for teachers, curriculum developers, and researchers on linking classroom learning with real-life situations. The study also supports educational reform efforts and can guide future research on effective Chemistry teaching. 
	



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
	The title is clear and matches the study well, though it is a bit long and could be shortened for stronger impact.
	

	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
	The abstract gives a clear overview of the study and its purpose. It could be improved by briefly stating how the ideas or principles were developed.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The keywords are relevant and appropriate. However, adding one or two discipline-specific terms could further strengthen discoverability.
	

	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
	The background is strong, well organized, and supported by relevant literature. It clearly explains the study context, though reducing some repetition could improve flow.
	

	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
	The study has a clear general aim of developing principles and procedures for integrated chemistry teaching, but the objectives are not explicitly listed or separated in a distinct section. There are also no formal hypotheses stated. If applicable, include hypotheses or guiding research questions to strengthen focus and academic structure.
	

	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
	The literature is relevant and well-aligned with competency-based education and integrated teaching. It includes both foundational and relatively recent sources (2019–2022), which strengthens the academic grounding.
	

	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
	The study is theoretical and discussion-based, so a formal methodology is not clearly required. However, there is no explicit explanation of the research design (e.g., document analysis, conceptual review approach). The author can consider adding a short Methodology section explaining the approach used.
	

	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
	The study does not involve human participants, experiments, or data collection from individuals, so ethical approval is not required.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The Results and Discussion section is logically structured and clearly explains principles and procedures for integrated teaching. Ideas are well-developed and easy to follow.
	

	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
	There are no tables or figures included in the manuscript. This limits visual clarity, especially for the proposed principles and procedural steps.
	

	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
	The discussion is well-linked to existing literature, and multiple relevant sources are cited throughout. Theoretical arguments are supported by recognized authors in competency-based and integrated teaching.
	

	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
	The conclusions are logically consistent with the discussion, but the study is conceptual and does not present empirical data. As a result, the conclusion is based on synthesis rather than measurable findings. If possible, clarify that conclusions are drawn from theoretical analysis. If possible, link them more directly to summarized key points from the principles and procedures section for stronger coherence.
	

	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
	The manuscript does not clearly state the limitations of the study.
	

	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
	The references are generally relevant and well-aligned with the topic of competency-based education, integrated teaching, and chemistry education. The list includes both local and international sources, and key authors in STEM and pedagogical theory are cited.
	

	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
	The manuscript is clearly written, well-structured, and generally easy to understand. The academic tone is appropriate, and ideas are logically developed across sections. Readers can follow the argument without difficulty.

	



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 
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

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

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

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

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

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

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

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

	There are no ethical concerns identified.
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