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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 Literature Review of paper does not have in this paper because the Literature Review is the most important as a whole paper so this paper is not Acceptable. 
-The paper Title (Topic) the author must add the target place like City.
-Key Terms: It is not Acceptable because the key terms within 3 to 5 words only.
-The author must have DOI to support each reference and have other links or Web.
-The Introduction of the paper is too short to support the meaningful paper so the author must have more ideas.
-The references are enough to support the paper. The scholar must have more to references at least 30 to 35 references, the references are not updated and must new references last 5 years, except theories references.
-There are some paragraph does not have citation to cite from the previous studies to support the paper from the Introduction to the end of the paper so the author must find the new citation.
-The result must in the Methodology and in the chapter 4 with the clear to support the paper in order to draw the readers
-This paper is acceptable to read.


	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	3 = Satisfactory
The Title: The author must add Target Place (City or Province) Level of learners and the title is somewhat not suitable to the paper, and lacks specificity regarding the scope of the research. And at least 15 key terms with Title of the paper.

	

	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 = Satisfactory

The author must summarize from Introduction to Conclusion as the paragraph.
	

	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 = Satisfactory
In terms of the abstract also have finding and the result and keywords are acceptable. Not be phrase or noun phrase. And it is very short. At least 250 to 300 words.

	

	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 = Satisfactory
Then again, the Author should find out more resources to fulfil the paper. Some parts of paragraph do not have clear citation in terms of number which referring to the references. Considering expanding on the discussion of specific topic. This could be an opportunity to explore related themes or ideas that may interest the readers. Moreover, the scholar must seek more previous studies to be meaningful of paper in order to be more attractive from the booklovers.

	

	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
	2 = Needs Improvement
The paper does not have hypotheses and The investigator have to make specific predictions about relationships between variables—such as independent and dependent.
	

	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
	       N/A = Not Applicable
The author must search for more previous studies to support the literature review at least 20 previous studies. The paper must have the previous studies to support the paper because the researcher must know the Gap of the previous studies. 
	

	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 = Satisfactory
Need to add citation to show the real tool to gain the scales and also the result of the pilot of the study.
	

	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
	      2 = Needs Improvement
Before resubmission. If the scholar addresses the areas mentioned above, I believe the manuscript will be a valuable addition to the MRP. And not just the Study Report and more meaningful to all public use. The paper does not have the Literature Review to support the paper (A must).

	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
The writer must start with a summary of main findings and move from simple to complex data and showing the tool to survey or interview or mixed method to support the paper. 

	

	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
	N/A = Not Applicable
Within tables and figures are generally considered clear, relevant, and necessary when they enhance reader understanding by summarizing large.
	

	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
	     N/A = Not Applicable
The paper does not have the Literature Review and 

Finding the previous study to support the paper. 
Discussion is not with the Result

	

	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 = Satisfactory
	

	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
	
N/A = Not Applicable
The paper does not have the Limitation
	

	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
	2 = Needs Improvement
In order to ensure sufficiency for a specific paper, the provided results suggest consulting the target journal's or institution's specific guidelines. And each reference must have the DOI or other Links
	

	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
	2 = Needs Improvement
In terms of specific manuscript (a scientific paper), it is best to review it based on the criteria, focusing on whether the language allows for the reproduction of results by others.
	





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. Need to narrow and Target place like City or Country and within the title should be drafted after the abstract to ensure it accurately represents the final work, and with 12 to 15 words only.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The scholar must show a comprehensive abstract acts as a separate summary (150-250 words) that accurately reflects the entire article.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No within the Literature Review does not have in this paper and not a scientifically correct manuscript is validated through a peer-review process, ensuring sound methodology, reproducible data, and logical, evidence-based conclusions.

It could be even more effective and look forward to seeing how to progress these ideas further.
In case the author must strictly focus on the parts of paragraph do not have clear citation in terms of each paragraph of the paper. Considering expanding on the discussion of specific topic. This could be an opportunity to explore related themes or ideas that may interest the readers or other researcher to learn more. Moreover, grammar use.


	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No and references: The references are not enough to support the paper. The scholar must search for more references to   support the studies at least 30 to 35 references. Each reference must have DOI and new references updated. It is a Must.
	

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

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

	No within a scientifically correct manuscript is validated through a peer-review process, ensuring sound methodology, reproducible data, and logical, evidence-based conclusions.

	





Reviewer details:

Seam Chanthoul, The University of Cambodia, Cambodia
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