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	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 issue in mathematics education by examining predictors of student engagement among Filipino senior high school students, particularly relevant given the Philippines' persistently low performance in international mathematics assessments (PISA 2018, 2022). The study contributes empirical data from an underrepresented geographic context (Panabo City, Davao del Norte) and examines the combined effects of mathematical satisfaction and attitude within Self-Determination Theory framework, which could inform educational policy and practice in similar developing educational systems.
However, the manuscript has significant methodological concerns, particularly the lack of psychometric documentation for measurement instruments and potential common method bias (evidenced by extremely high correlations). Addressing these issues through major revisions would substantially strengthen the scientific rigor and ensure the findings can reliably inform mathematics education practice and policy.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes.
	

	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.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is PARTIALLY scientifically correct. The research design, statistical tests, and theoretical framework are appropriate, and results are mathematically accurate. However, several critical methodological flaws compromise scientific rigor: (1) Complete absence of psychometric information (reliability, validity) for measurement instruments—a fundamental requirement in quantitative research, (2) No assessment of common method bias despite extremely high correlation (r=.905) suggesting potential measurement artifacts, (3) Missing multicollinearity diagnostics (VIF) despite severe concerns, (4) Inadequate sampling methodology details (no population size, stratification criteria, or response rate), and (5) No regression assumption testing reported.
Additional concerns include incomplete discussion section, and correlation-versus-causation issues (title implies prediction but correlational design cannot establish causality). REQUIRED FOR SCIENTIFIC CORRECTNESS: Add complete psychometric properties for all instruments, assess/address common method bias (Harman's test), report VIF statistics, provide full sampling methodology, include assumption testing, and add comprehensive limitations section. The R² of 0.84 is unusually high for social science research and warrants explanation—it may represent genuine strong relationships or methodological problems requiring investigation.
	

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

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


	NO - The manuscript contains numerous grammatical errors, awkward phrasings, and inappropriate word choices that impede clear communication. CRITICAL ERRORS: "A investigation" (line 49), "student engagement in numbers" should be "mathematics" (line 48), "urgent heed" should be "need" (line 48), "neccesity" misspelling (line 108), "intellectual needs" should be "psychological needs" per SDT (line 110), "scathing for educators" incorrect usage (line 134), missing articles throughout, and inconsistent verb tenses. Additional issues include run-on sentences, redundant phrases ("Likewise, findings also reveal"), unclear expressions, and mixing informal ("really get into") with overly formal language.
MANDATORY RECOMMENDATION: Professional English editing is required before publication. Professional editing needed, or thorough revision by a proficient English speaker with academic writing experience. The content and research are valuable, but authors should: (1) hire a professional academic editing service, (2) have a native English-speaking colleague review the manuscript, and (3) conduct final proofreading after editing. Key areas needing attention: grammar and syntax throughout, word choice appropriateness, sentence structure clarity, consistent academic tone, technical terminology precision, and paragraph organization.
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