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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 manuscript addresses the critical and well-documented issue of low reading comprehension among learners in the Philippines, a challenge highlighted by recent international assessments. The study's focus on Grade 3 learners within the specific context of the Filipino subject provides a much-needed local perspective on a global educational challenge. By empirically investigating the effectiveness of the multisensory approach, the research contributes valuable evidence to the ongoing discussion about effective pedagogical strategies in literacy education. The findings have significant practical implications for teachers and curriculum developers aiming to improve literacy outcomes in elementary education.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable for the article. It is concise and accurately reflects the main variables of the study, including the intervention (Multisensory Approach), the objective (Enhancing Reading Comprehension), and the specific population (Grade 3 Learners). For the authors' consideration, a slightly more descriptive title could also include the specific subject context and research design to provide a more comprehensive overview. An alternative could be: The Effectiveness of a Multisensory Approach on Filipino Reading Comprehension among Grade 3 Learners: A Quasi-Experimental 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 is mostly comprehensive, as it effectively summarizes the study's purpose, methods, key findings, and conclusions. It successfully outlines the research problem, the quasi-experimental design, the main results showing the experimental group's greater improvement, and the recommendation for using the multisensory approach. However, for improved clarity and accuracy, the following suggestions should be considered:

1. Clarify the Intervention Duration: A major inconsistency exists between the abstract, which states the intervention was conducted over a "four-week period" , and the methodology section, which indicates the intervention "lasted three days". This critical detail must be corrected to reflect the actual duration of the study consistently.

2. Refine the Sampling Description: The abstract states that pupils were "purposively selected". This contradicts the methodology, which describes selecting sections by a "draw-lots method" and allocating them via a "toss-coin method". The term should be revised to accurately reflect the cluster randomization procedure used.

3. Add Pre-test Context: The results revealed a statistically significant difference in pre-test scores, with the experimental group having a higher initial proficiency. It is recommended to add a sentence to the abstract mentioning this baseline difference. This information is crucial for a transparent interpretation of the post-test gains and the overall effectiveness of the intervention.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	There are several significant concerns regarding the scientific and methodological correctness of this manuscript. For the study to be considered scientifically sound, the authors must address the following critical issues:

1. Contradictory Intervention Period: The manuscript reports two vastly different durations for the intervention. The abstract mentions a "four-week period", while the methodology section states the intervention "lasted three days". This is a major flaw that questions the study's foundation, as a three-day intervention is unlikely to yield the same effect as a four-week one. This inconsistency must be resolved, as it critically impacts the interpretation and credibility of the results.

2. Non-Equivalent Comparison Groups: The quasi-experimental design is significantly compromised by the fact that the experimental and control groups were not equivalent at the beginning of the study. The pre-test scores revealed a statistically significant difference, with the experimental group having a much higher mean score (12.64) than the control group (7.35). This pre-existing advantage makes it impossible to conclude that the superior post-test performance of the experimental group was caused by the multisensory approach alone; the group may have performed better simply because they were already more proficient.

3. Inappropriate Statistical Analysis: Given the significant difference in pre-test scores, a simple t-test on the post-test scores is not an appropriate statistical tool to determine the intervention's effectiveness. The baseline difference is a confounding variable that has not been controlled for. A more rigorous approach, such as an Analysis of Covariance (ANCOVA) using the pre-test scores as a covariate, would be necessary to isolate the effect of the intervention. The current conclusion, based on a flawed analysis, is not scientifically supported by the data presented.

4. Inconsistent Terminology: There are several inconsistencies in the reporting. The sampling procedure is described as both "purposively selected" and then as a random allocation process. Additionally, the statistical test for the post-test comparison is referred to as a "t-test" in the text but is reported with an "f-value" in Table 5. These inconsistencies suggest a lack of scientific precision.

Collectively, these issues undermine the internal validity and scientific rigor of the research. The conclusions drawn are not adequately supported by the methodology and analysis presented.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the list of references is extensive and, for the most part, very recent. The authors have done a commendable job of incorporating a large volume of literature from the last five years (2020-2025), which shows a strong engagement with current research in the field. The inclusion of foundational sources, such as Murphy (1997) for the VAKT theory, is also appropriate. However, the following suggestions should be addressed to improve the quality of the reference list:

1. Improve Reference Quality and Formatting: Several citations in the reference list are not proper academic references. They are hyperlinks to Google Scholar search queries, general web pages, or repositories of unpublished work. The authors must ensure that all sources cited are peer-reviewed publications where possible and that every entry in the reference list is formatted correctly and completely according to the journal's specific citation style.

2. Add Methodological References: Given the significant issue of non-equivalent groups in this quasi-experimental study, the manuscript's scientific rigor would be enhanced by citing literature that deals with this specific methodological challenge. It is recommended that the authors include references related to the use of Analysis of Covariance (ANCOVA) to justify why it is a more appropriate statistical tool for their data set. This would demonstrate a stronger command of the research methodology.


	

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


	The English language quality in the manuscript is generally adequate, and the main points of the research are comprehensible. The authors have maintained a formal and scholarly tone appropriate for an academic journal.

However, the manuscript would greatly benefit from a thorough proofreading and copy-editing by a native English speaker or a professional editing service. While the meaning is mostly clear, there are recurring minor errors in grammar, syntax, and word choice that detract from the overall quality.

Specific areas for improvement include:

1. Sentence Structure: Some sentences are overly long and complex, containing multiple clauses that could be broken down for better readability.

2. Redundancy: Certain sections, such as the "Statement of the Problem" and "Objectives of the Study," are nearly identical in their wording. The text should be revised to be more concise and avoid repetition.

3. Awkward Phrasing: There are instances of unnatural phrasing that could be improved for better flow and clarity.

A professional polish would ensure that the valuable research content is presented in a clear, precise, and error-free manner, making it suitable for scholarly communication.


	

	Optional/General comments


	This manuscript tackles the critical and timely issue of low reading comprehension among Grade 3 learners in the Philippines, aiming to provide an evidence-based solution through the multisensory approach. The authors are to be commended for the extensive and highly recent literature review, which grounds the study in a solid theoretical and contextual framework. The research has clear potential and addresses a significant gap in the local educational landscape. However, despite these strengths, the manuscript in its current form contains several major scientific and methodological flaws that must be addressed before it can be considered for publication.

The most critical issues are:

1. Fatal Contradiction in Methodology: There is a fundamental contradiction regarding the intervention's duration. The abstract and other sections mention a "four-week period," while the methodology explicitly states it "lasted three days". This discrepancy is not a minor error; it undermines the entire study's credibility, replicability, and the validity of its findings. A three-day intervention is highly unlikely to produce the significant, lasting effects on reading comprehension reported. This must be clarified and corrected.

2. Compromised Internal Validity: The study's conclusion that the multisensory approach is effective is not adequately supported due to the significant difference in pre-test scores between the two groups. The experimental group already had substantially higher reading comprehension skills at the baseline. This pre-existing difference, rather than the intervention itself, could account for the superior post-test performance.

3. Inappropriate Statistical Analysis: To make a causal claim, the authors needed to account for the baseline differences between the groups. The use of a simple t-test on post-test scores is insufficient and scientifically inappropriate in this context. A more rigorous statistical method, such as an Analysis of Covariance (ANCOVA), is required to control for the pre-test variance. Without this, the study's primary conclusion is unsupported.

Furthermore, the manuscript requires thorough revision to meet publication standards:

1. Adherence to APA 7th Edition: The manuscript does not follow APA 7th edition guidelines. The reference list needs a complete overhaul, as numerous entries are improperly formatted (e.g., incorrect capitalization and use of italics) or are invalid links to search engine results instead of proper citations. The reporting of statistical results also fails to comply with APA style; for example, statistical symbols (t, F, p) should be italicized, and degrees of freedom are missing from the results.

2. Language and Consistency: A professional copy-edit is needed to correct minor but frequent grammatical errors, improve clarity, and resolve inconsistencies in terminology (e.g., describing the sampling method as both "purposive" and random).

Recommendation: Major Revisions

I recommend that the manuscript undergo serious major revisions. If these fundamental scientific and formatting issues can be thoroughly and satisfactorily addressed, a revised version of this paper could make a valuable contribution to the field.
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