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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 provides valuable empirical evidence on the pedagogical and student-related factors influencing learning retention among Junior High School students. It highlights the significant roles of active learning, multimedia, formative assessment, and differentiated instruction in improving retention. The findings provide a practical basis for developing the Learning Retention Enhancement Program (LREP), offering educators an evidence-informed approach to improving long-term learning outcomes.
	



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
	5 - Excellent 
The title is clear, relevant, and appropriately reflects the study’s focus on factors influencing learning retention among Junior High School students.
	

	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
	5- Excellent  
The abstract is comprehensive because it presents the study’s purpose, methodology, key findings, and practical implications, giving readers a clear overview of the research.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 - Excellent  
The keywords are appropriate and useful because they accurately represent the manuscript’s main concepts, variables, and study population, making the article easier to identify and retrieve in academic searches.
	

	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
	4 - Good  
The background information is sufficient and generally well organized, providing relevant context on learning retention and its pedagogical and student-related determinants. It establishes the rationale for the study and connects the problem to the proposed intervention. However, some areas could be streamlined to improve focus and reduce repetition.
	

	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
	5 - Excellent  
The research objectives are clearly stated and aligned with the study’s purpose, variables, and analysis. They provide a clear direction for examining the determinants of learning retention and the development of the proposed intervention.
	

	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
	4 - Good 
Relevant and supported by recent studies, though some areas could be updated with more recent sources.
	

	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
	5 - Excellent  
The methodology is appropriate, clearly structured, and well aligned with the study’s objectives, variables, sampling approach, instrument, and statistical analyses.
	

	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
	5-Excellent  
Ethical considerations were appropriately addressed, including informed consent, confidentiality, voluntary participation, and proper handling of respondents’ information.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 - Excellent  
The results are presented clearly through organized tables and statistical findings, making the key relationships and outcomes easy to understand.
	

	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
	4 - Good
This rating is appropriate if the tables and figures are generally clear, relevant to the study, and useful for presenting the results, with only minor issues in presentation or labeling.
	

	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
	4 - Good
This is suitable if the discussion appropriately compares and relates the study findings to previous research, with generally good integration of the literature but some scope for deeper interpretation or comparison.
	

	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
	4 - Good
This is appropriate if the conclusions are consistent with the study findings and data, with only minor limitations or areas where the conclusions could be stated more precisely.
	

	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
	4 - Good
This is appropriate if the manuscript clearly acknowledges the main study limitations and their potential impact, although some limitations could be discussed in greater depth or with more detail.
	

	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
	4 - Good
This is appropriate if the references are generally relevant, adequately cover the topic, and are sufficient to support the manuscript, with only minor opportunities to include additional or more recent literature.
	

	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
	4 - Good
This is appropriate if the manuscript is generally clear and understandable, with only minor grammatical, stylistic, or language-related issues that could be improved through editing.

	




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 appears suitable if it accurately reflects the main topic, scope, and focus of the manuscript and is clear and concise.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
The abstract appears to provide an adequate summary of the study, including its main objectives, methodology, key findings, and conclusions.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
This is appropriate if the methodology, analysis, interpretation, and scientific claims are generally sound and consistent with accepted scientific principles.

The manuscript is generally well structured, relevant, and scientifically sound. The methodology and results are clearly presented, and the discussion appropriately relates the findings to existing literature. The conclusions are supported by the presented data. Only minor editorial and language improvements may be considered to further enhance clarity and readability.

This reflects a generally sound and well-presented manuscript with good scientific content, but with some minor areas that could be improved before publication.

	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
This is appropriate if the manuscript includes an adequate number of relevant references and incorporates reasonably recent literature alongside important foundational studies.
	

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

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

	NO
This is appropriate if the manuscript has no apparent ethical concerns, such as missing informed consent, lack of ethics committee/IRB approval where required, inappropriate handling of human/animal participants, or conflicts of interest that are not disclosed.
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