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	Reviewer’s comment
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	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.


	The study is important for the scientific community because it sheds light on how innovative cooperation among teachers relates to their sense of responsibility in the classroom. By using solid research methods, it provides clear evidence that collaboration and responsibility go hand in hand in improving teaching practices. The findings can guide educators and policymakers in designing professional development programs that strengthen these qualities, ultimately benefiting students’ learning experiences. Overall, this manuscript contributes valuable knowledge that can help shape better educational strategies in public elementary schools.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is suitable because it can reflect the main focus of the study. However, my suggestion is “The Relationship Between Innovative Cooperation and Classroom Responsibility Among Public Elementary School Teachers”.
	

	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.


	Yes, the abstract is comprehensive. But some suggestions are as follow.
· It should be used as “a quantitative correlational study” instead of “non-experimental quantitative research design utilizing correlational method.”

· It should be used as “should participate the symposia …” instead of “should join the symposia…”

· It should be used as “were observed frequently by the teachers” instead of “were manifested oftentimes by the teachers”

· Findings should be compared between the two defined groups, innovated cooperation group and no innovated cooperation group.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	In general, this manuscript is well-grounded scientifically and makes an important contribution to educational research by showing a clear connection between innovative cooperation and classroom responsibility practices. The study uses solid methods, follows ethical guidelines, and provides thoughtful analysis, which makes it a strong candidate for publication.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are mostly recent, from 2021 to 2025. This means the manuscript uses current information, which is important for keeping the study relevant and reliable.
	

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


	Yes, it is.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· The keyword “descriptive” is not included in abstract. It should be corrected.
· The use of “pearson r” and “Pearson r” should be consistent.

· The use of “DepEd” is inappropriate in abstract.

· It should be used as “the respondents in this study were 131 teachers” instead of “The respondents of this study were composed of 131 teachers”
· The author should mention what issues were included to determine the 4 domains of innovative cooperation and classroom responsibility practices to be more comprehensive and valid.
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