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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.


	
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	
	

	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.


	
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	
	

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


	
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. Summary of the Article
The quantitative descriptive method is utilized in the manuscript to evaluate the implementation and governance of Muntinlupa basic services. Resident responses from all barangays are utilized to quantify health, infrastructure, education, and transparency. Validated tools (surveys) and statistical techniques (t-tests, Pearson's r, ANOVA) are used to examine the effectiveness of service delivery. Services are scored overall as "implemented" and reflect official-resident concurrence.
2. Strengths
· The paper provides a general overview of Muntinlupa governance performance encompassing a wide range of public services.

· Balanced Respondent Distribution: Equal representation per barangay increases sampling and generalisability.
· Utilization of widely accepted statistical measures like Pearson's r, t-tests, and ANOVA enhances the scientific rigour of analysis.

· Policy Relevance: Findings are supportive of local government planning and are consistent with Republic Act No. 7160.

3. Flaws and Improvements
· Framing Theory: The research cites RA 7160 and associated theory of governance, but there is limited strong connection between analysis and theory. Survey data need to be more married to concepts such as participation and accountability.

· Literature Review: An over-reliance on law and jargon and very few recent peer-reviewed journal articles.

· Provide additional international or comparative work to strengthen the analysis, especially on administration in smart cities or participatory budgeting.

· The statistical results are adequately reported, but the discussion of consequences is descriptive rather than analytical (3.3 Data Interpretation).

· Example: Pearson r = 0.11 is statistically significant, but effect size is small and requires explanation. Generalizing such results to motivate other LGUs may be excessive due to limited relevance.
· Writing and Grammar: The paper is readable but with repetitive language and exaggerated language.
Instances of words like "a beacon of hope for other local governments" need to be softened. Attempt to reduce wordy or redundant paragraphs in the interest of clarity.

· Too Excessive Recommendations: Section 4 (Conclusion and Recommendations) is more of a development plan than a conclusion. Ambitious though they sound, the data submitted do not support many points, such as smart cities, vertical farms, and innovation clusters. Recommendations need to be findings-based, not speculation.

4. Specific Ideas
· Edit Abstract: Too promotional. Avoid advocacy rhetoric and highlight findings and methodology.
· Clarify Method Limitations:
· Mention sampling size limitations (n=100) and self-reporting bias.
· Improve Citations: Apply consistent citation style and correct sourcing. Unavailable or outdated references are Brillantes 1978.

· Review Tables: Tables are good but can be simplified or combined. Rank columns can be analytically useless.

· Include a limitation: No limitation paragraph is officially included in the report. Academic integrity and openness matter.

5. Final Recommendations
The manuscript is well rooted and can be published after revision. Local governance practitioners and scholars can use it with enhanced writing, reference, and suggestion harmonization.
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