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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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 manuscript holds significant value for the scientific and educational communities as it provides empirical evidence on the relationship between receptive and productive language skills among senior high school students. By identifying the influence of reading and listening on students’ speaking and writing abilities, the study offers practical insights that can inform curriculum design, instructional strategies, and teacher training programs aimed at improving holistic language proficiency. The findings contribute to a deeper understanding of language acquisition dynamics in second-language learners, reinforcing the importance of an integrated approach to language education which is need of the hour.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Receptive and Productive Skills of Senior High School Students in a Secondary School….is clear but overly broad and somewhat repetitive (e.g., Senior High School Students in a Secondary School is redundant). It could be more precise and engaging by including the study’s focus on the relationship between the two skill sets, the context (Philippines or Mati District), and the method used (e.g., correlational study).
	

	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 of the article is generally comprehensive, covering the key elements expected in a research abstract viz. objective, methodology, sample size, data analysis methods, major findings, and recommendations. However, there are a few areas that can be improved for clarity, completeness, and conciseness.
The phrases “moderate level of receptive and productive skills” and “these skills were sometimes manifested” are unclear and repetitive. Consider revising for clarity and precision.

Example:

The findings revealed that senior high school students exhibited a moderate level of receptive and productive skills, indicating that while they could understand and produce language to a functional extent, there remained areas for improvement in fluency and consistency.

Consider briefly mentioning which receptive domains (reading or listening) had the stronger influence based on the regression results.

The sentence “indicating that these skills were sometimes manifested among the respondents” is redundant and could be rephrased.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	1. Yes, it’s scientifically good and can be considered. There is descriptive error in Table 2 says overall mean is 3.42 but then the table actually shows 3.27. This is an error.
2. The use of “informative expedient learning practices” and “professional ontogeny” under Data Analysis appears inappropriate or mistakenly copy-pasted from a different study. This needs revision to match your actual study focus i.e., receptive and productive skills of students or there is a need to define the use of “informative expedient learning practices” and “professional ontogeny”. How these words are parallel with the skills about which author is analysis the results.

3. Must replace all mentions of informative expedient learning practices and “professional ontogeny” with “receptive skills” and “productive skills”, as it is contradicting with the statements the author is researching on.
4. The last part of this section again says elementary school teachers, which contradicts the focus on senior high school students.

5. Again, it says, administered to 136 public elementary school teachers. This contradicts your main population. As the study is OF SENIOR HIGH SCHOOL STUDENTS IN A SECONDARY SCHOOL and here mentioning something contradictory.
6. The second paragraph under “Conclusions” contradicts itself:

The productive skills of the respondents are sometimes manifested.
This means that students are generally proficient...
These two statements are inconsistent. If the skills are “sometimes manifested,” that doesn't support “generally proficient.” Need to be reconsidered. 


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	In my option more references can be added if time permits for the same. Otherwise, it’s okay.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	Yes, the language is sound for scholarly communications.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Redundant or unclear wording (e.g., sometimes manifested).

Repetitive phrases (e.g., in Mati District, Division of the City of Mati, appears excessively).

Some sentences are overly long and could benefit from being split or simplified.
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