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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 addresses an important and timely issue in inclusive education by examining teachers’ knowledge, attitudes, and practices toward learners with special educational needs. The study provides useful district-level evidence from Pinamungajan District II and identifies specific areas requiring improvement, particularly teachers’ knowledge of legal frameworks, assistive technologies, differentiated instruction, and practical implementation. The analysis of the relationships among knowledge, attitude, and practice may provide useful evidence for designing targeted professional development and institutional support. However, clarification of the research methodology, improvement in the literature review and references, and more cautious interpretation of statistical relationships are required to strengthen the manuscript’s scientific contribution.
	



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
	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
	4
	

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

	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
	5
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	

	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
	




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, with minor revision.
The title appropriately identifies the major variables and study setting. For improved grammatical consistency, the authors may consider:“Knowledge, Attitudes, and Practices of Teachers Toward Inclusive Education in Pinamungajan District II”
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

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

	YES, generally.
The abstract adequately reports the purpose, major findings, statistical relationships, challenges, and proposed Enhancement Plan. However, the methodological description should be made consistent with the methodology section. The manuscript describes the study as descriptive-correlational in the abstract, while Section 2.1 describes it as a mixed-methods study. If no qualitative data were collected and analyzed, the authors should avoid describing the research as mixed methods. 

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	NO, not fully in its current form. Major revision is required.
The overall research approach is potentially appropriate, but several scientific and methodological issues require attention:
1. The research design is inconsistently described as both mixed methods and descriptive-correlational. 
2. The manuscript does not adequately describe the development, validation, reliability testing, or source of the KAP questionnaire. 
3. The sampling procedure and justification for the sample size of 75 respondents require clarification. 
4. The data-gathering section contains an apparent inconsistency by referring to “target parent-respondents”, although the study population is teachers. 
5. The interpretation of the very high Spearman correlations should remain associative rather than causal. The reported correlations are .923, .932, and .938 with p < .001. 
6. The conclusion states that grade level and specialized training are the “principal determinants” of capacity. The reported analyses demonstrate significant differences, but they do not by themselves establish that these variables are causal determinants. 
7. The references should be carefully checked for topical relevance and bibliographic accuracy.

	

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

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

	NO.
The manuscript contains several recent references, including studies from 2022 to 2026. However, some references appear unrelated to the topic of inclusive education. For example, the reference list includes publications concerning head and neck cancer, macroplastic loads in mangrove areas, older adults’ sexual life, construction-industry human resource management, and sociocultural theory. 
These references should be systematically verified against their corresponding in-text citations. References that do not directly support the statements for which they are cited should be removed and replaced with appropriate peer-reviewed literature on inclusive education, teacher preparedness, KAP, self-efficacy, differentiated instruction, assistive technology, and inclusive education policy.

	

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

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

	NO major ethical issue is apparent from the manuscript.
The authors state that informed consent, voluntary participation, confidentiality, anonymization, secure data storage, and the right to withdraw were addressed. 
However, the authors should clearly state whether formal ethics approval was obtained from an institutional research ethics committee or other authorized body. If formal ethics approval was not required, the manuscript should explain the applicable institutional procedure or exemption.
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