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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 a practical need in Malaysian engineering programmes: embedding the SDGs while producing the Programme Outcome (PO) evidence that EAC accreditation requires. The proposed SDG-PO mapping matrix and eight-stage flow model give curriculum designers a concrete starting point for linking sustainability content to OBE assessment. The slope stability example shows how a conventional technical lecture can be reframed around an authentic community problem while keeping its technical content. The contribution will become stronger once the authors align the framework with the EAC Standard 2024, which already requires SDG mapping, and support their claims with attainment data.
	


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
	

	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
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	1
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	


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.
	No. A small change would help. Suggested title: "An SDG-Programme Outcome Integration Framework for Engineering Education in Malaysia: A Conceptual Model Illustrated with a Geotechnical Engineering Module".
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No. Please (1) state the article type and context (Malaysia, EAC Standard 2024), (2) summarise how you built and validated the mapping, (3) name the six redesigned lectures in one sentence, and (4) report findings or, if there are none, remove the claims that the framework has been demonstrated.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No. First, your 11 POs do not match the EAC Standard 2024, which merges Engineer & Society and Environment & Sustainability into PO6 "The Engineer and the World" and keeps Life-long Learning as PO11, so PO6 to PO11 are misnumbered throughout. Second, the methodology describes a four-phase empirical study, but no data appear in Section 6, so please either report the data or reframe the paper as a conceptual framework. Third, please harmonise the PO lists across Sections 3.2 and 5.2 and Tables 2 and 3, and avoid "correlates" where no statistic is computed.
The manuscript is labelled a Research Article and describes a four-phase empirical study, but no empirical data appear, and I cannot tell whether data were collected; the AI declaration also mentions data analysis and interpretation of results that the manuscript does not contain. The PO structure predates the EAC Standard 2024, which already requires SDG mapping. I see value in the framework as a conceptual chapter and recommend serious major revision.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No. The list is relevant and includes recent work, but please add the EAC Standard 2024 and cite it instead of [10] for the PO set, and replace "other authors" in [42]
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	Yes (clarification needed). The ethics statement claims approval but gives no committee name, approval number, or date.
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