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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	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 study is important because it provides a clear and data-driven overview of the comparative performance of elementary schools in Buhangin Timur Subdistrict across five key learning areas, using NAT results. The study emphasizes the need for balanced teaching strategies and targeted interventions, particularly in Science and English, which have the lowest average scores, to improve student learning outcomes. This research contributes to the broader discourse on educational evaluation and more targeted curriculum development. It also emphasizes the importance of a comprehensive approach to improving educational quality, rather than focusing on a single subject area.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is appropriate and clearly reflects the content of the research. The title mentions the study location, comparative method, and focus on five learning areas, making it easy to understand. However, to improve accuracy, the title could be revised to: Comparative Analysis of National Achievement Test (NAT) Results Across Five Learning Areas in Buhangin East District Public Elementary Schools, Davao City.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract is sufficiently comprehensive but could be strengthened by briefly mentioning the theoretical framework (Tyler Model) and the implications of the findings for policy and practice. For example, adding a sentence such as: “This study, based on Tyler's Goal-Based Model, emphasizes the need for holistic interventions to address cross-sectoral challenges in teaching quality and resource allocation.”
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound. The research design fits the objectives, and the data analysis was conducted properly. Using the Kruskal-Wallis test was appropriate given the nature of the data. The conclusions are also well-aligned with the results presented.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references used are sufficient and include recent works, particularly from 2018 to 2023. The literature used comes from credible international and local journals.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	The language is suitable for scholarly communication, with clear and formal prose. Minor grammatical or stylistic edits (e.g., consistency in acronym usage like "NAT" vs. "National Achievement Test") 
	

	Optional/General comments


	The study’s focus on a specific district adds practical value, but expanding the discussion to include potential limitations (e.g., sample size, external factors affecting NAT performance) would enhance its robustness. Overall, this manuscript is worthy of publication after revisions and makes a meaningful contribution to educational research.
Still requires some revisions, particularly in the abstract structure and references.

Strong methodology with appropriate statistical analysis (Kruskal-Wallis), comprehensive discussion of results supported by data, good academic language. Improvements needed: Revise the abstract (add theoretical implications), adjust the title to be more specific, add 2-3 recent references.

1. Clarity and Structure

· The manuscript is well-structured, but the abstract could be more concise. Focus on the key findings and their implications.

· The methodology section would be easier to follow with subheadings like "Research Design" or "Data Analysis." 

2. Methodological Strength

· The use of the Kruskal-Wallis test is appropriate, but briefly explain why this test was chosen over alternatives (e.g., Friedman test).

· Specify the number of schools and selection criteria (e.g., all schools in the district or a specific sample) to enhance transparency. 

3. Results and Discussion

· The results are clearly presented in tables, but the discussion could delve deeper. For example: Why were there no significant differences despite varying average scores? Could uniform teaching methods be a factor?. Clearly define the term "Moderate" (e.g., score range of 50-60).

· Compare these findings with NAT results from other regions or national trends for broader context. 

4. Language and Style

· Some sentences are still stiff, such as: “Filipino appears firmer on the surface" > "Filipino scores were higher, but..."

· Ensure terminology consistency (e.g., use either "subjects" or "learning areas" throughout). 

5. References

Double-check DOI links to ensure they are active and correctly direct to the sources.
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