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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 shows that basic digital platform skills are insufficient without integrating pedagogy and subject knowledge (TPACK). It highlights severe online teaching challenges in practical and computational  fields.  Consequently,  it  guides
universities to replace generic IT workshops with continuous, discipline-specific pedagogical training.
	


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
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	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
	2 = Needs Improvement
	

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

	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
The background provides necessary context, but the narrative is fragmented. Consider consolidating the Introduction, Context of the Study, and Review of Related Literature into a more cohesive stream to eliminate redundant discussions of COVID-19 and basic TPACK definitions." Proofreading & Formatting: "Please thoroughly proofread the background text to remove stray characters/formatting artifacts (e.g., random isolated letters like 'ER', 't', 'S'
on pages 1–2) and correct citation formats (e.g., fix 'Ojulong & Kaddu et al. 2026').
	

	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
Missing Objectives: The paper does not explicitly state its specific research objectives or research questions in the introductory sections. While they are indirectly mentioned during the discussion of qualitative analysis in the methodology, they should be clearly listed (e.g., as numbered bullet points or research questions) at the
end of the Problem Statement or Introduction section to give the reader a clear roadmap.
	

	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 = Satisfactory
Expand and Synthesise:
The dedicated Literature Review section is overly brief and only discusses two studies. Please expand this section into a broader, thematic review covering key themes in higher education digital transformation, the TPACK framework, and digital competency frameworks (e.g., DigCompEdu).
Citation Integrity & Verification: Please verify citation dates throughout the text. Citing studies as Ojulong & Kaddu et al. (2026) within the context of past empirical findings requires verification to ensure
accuracy and proper referencing standards.
	

	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
	2 = Needs Improvement
Reconcile Numerical Discrepancies: Please audit the methodology section for numerical consistency regarding the sample size. Page 3 mentions both 15 individual interviews in one paragraph and 14 individual interviews in another.
Clarify Document Analysis Details: Provide more specific details on the document analysis/Moodle artefacts mentioned (e.g., how many courses/artefacts were reviewed, selection criteria, and how they were coded alongside the interview data).
Participant Overlap: Clarify whether any participants in the focus group discussions also took part in the individual interviews.
	

	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
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
Improve Formatting & Readability: Please clean up the formatting throughout the Results section. Fix missing spaces in subsection headers (e.g., 'Technological Proficiency Knowledge Competences (TK)'), fix trailing quote marks, and ensure consistent line spacing.
Deepen Qualitative Analysis: Ensure that every participant quote is followed by a clear, analytical interpretation connecting it back to the overarching research objectives rather than letting quotes stand on
their own.
	

	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
No tables or figures are included in the manuscript. While not mandatory, the paper would benefit from adding: A summary table of participant demographics (academic ranks, faculties, and codes). A thematic table or conceptual figure mapping the identified qualitative  themes  to  the  TPACK  framework
components.
	

	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
	2 = Needs Improvement
Remove Duplicated Text: Please proofread the Discussion section to eliminate redundant text. Paragraph  2  and  Paragraph  3  contain  identical
sentences discussing Cabero-Almenara et al. (2021),
	



	
	Dias-Trindade et al. (2020), and Martin et al. (2019). Theoretical Insights: The comparative analysis with existing literature is strong. To enhance it further, discuss how these findings specifically extend the
TPACK model when applied in resource-constrained African higher education contexts.
	

	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
	5 = Excellent
	

	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
	5 = Excellent
	

	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
	

	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
Clean up typographical errors, irregular capitalization, and fragmented quote formatting throughout the manuscript.
	




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.
	Minor Suggestion for Improvement: While strong, it is slightly wordy. Streamlining it (e.g., "From Platform Proficiency to Digital Pedagogy: Digital Competences
at Uganda Christian University") could make it punchier without losing context.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Areas for Improvement: Typographical Errors: It contains minor grammatical and formatting errors (e.g., "emergent but an even digital competencies" instead of uneven, and missing punctuation).
Conciseness: The second paragraph gets slightly repetitive regarding the breakdown of Technological, Pedagogical, and Content Knowledge, which could be synthesized more tightly.
The abstract is a bit too long and repetitive. Please condense it to around 150–200 words to make it crisp and focused.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	While the core conceptual idea (examining higher education digital competence through the TPACK framework) is sound, the manuscript in its current state is not fully scientifically correct due to significant
methodological, numerical, and reporting flaws.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent?
(YES or NO)
If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Audit Citation Accuracy: Please conduct a full reference audit to fix typographical and formatting errors in the text (e.g., correct invalid citations like 'Ojulong & Kaddu et al. 2026').
Ensure Complete Alignment: Verify that every in-text citation matches an entry in the reference list at the end of the manuscript, following consistent APA referencing format throughout.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)
(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	NO
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