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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.


	This manuscript addresses a critical and timely issue in literacy education by empirically investigating the impact of the multisensory approach on reading comprehension among early-grade learners. Given the consistently low reading proficiency levels reported in national and international assessments, the study provides practical insights into alternative instructional strategies rooted in cognitive and educational theory. Its focus on the VAKT framework within the Filipino subject context offers valuable contributions to localized pedagogy and inclusive education. The findings may inform evidence-based policy decisions and inspire future research aimed at improving foundational literacy through multisensory interventions.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title "Enhancing Reading Comprehension Among Grade 3 Learners Through Multisensory Approach" — is generally clear and descriptive. However, it could be slightly improved for precision and academic tone. suggested alternative title:
"Enhancing Reading Comprehension in Filipino Among Grade 3 Learners Through the Multisensory Approach"


	

	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 comprehensive and successfully summarizes the study's background, purpose, methodology, results, and conclusion.
Suggestion for Rewording:

Replace:
“The post-test mean of the experimental group was 14.91 (corresponding to a grade of 84 – 'Satisfactory'), compared to the control group's 12.20 (corresponding to a grade of 75 – 'Fairly Satisfactory'). A t-test revealed a statistically significant difference…”

With:
“Post-test results revealed significantly greater improvement in the experimental group, supporting the effectiveness of the multisensory approach.”


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound overall. It presents a well-structured and methodologically appropriate study that investigates a relevant educational issue using a quasi-experimental design.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references in the manuscript are generally sufficient and recent, with a strong emphasis on studies from 2020 to 2024, which aligns well with current scholarly expectations. The authors have included a mix of international and local studies, enhancing both relevance and contextual grounding.
	

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


	The language quality of the article is mostly suitable for scholarly communication, but minor revisions are recommended to improve clarity, consistency, and professional tone.

 The manuscript uses generally formal and academic language. Technical terms (e.g., “quasi-experimental,” “multisensory approach,” “Cohen’s d”) are used appropriately. The structure of sentences is clear in most sections, and the argumentation is logical.

Minor Grammatical and Stylistic Issues: Some sentences are too long or wordy, which can affect readability (e.g., “This finding underscores the urgent need…” could be tightened).

 Occasional verb tense shifts (e.g., mixing present and past tense when discussing results) need consistency. Repetitive phrasing occurs in several paragraphs (e.g., the term "reading comprehension" is sometimes overused within the same sentence or paragraph). 

Articles and Prepositions: Some phrases are missing definite articles (e.g., “through multisensory approach” → should be “through the multisensory approach”). 

Occasional misuse of prepositions (e.g., “on the Filipino subject” might read better as “in the Filipino subject”). 

Inconsistency in Terminology: The manuscript alternates between “learners,” “pupils,” and “students.” 
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