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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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 offers a significant contribution to the scientific community by presenting novel insights (or methods) that address a clear gap in current research. Its findings are technically robust and underpinned by rigorous analysis, making them highly credible and reproducible. By tackling (state the specific problem or application), it has the potential to influence future work, drive innovation, and guide further research in this field. Ultimately, the work enhances our understanding of (topic) and could pave the way for new theoretical or practical developments.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title, “The Level of Enterprise Risk Management on Business Performance of MSMEs in Cateel, Davao Oriental,” is clear, but it need to be improved for precision and academic tone.
	

	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.


	· Add one or two key numerical results to make the findings clearer.

· Give a brief, direct explanation of what the methods revealed.

· Mention the respondent profile more precisely for context.

· Strengthen the conclusion by clearly stating the practical value of the findings.

· Remove minor background sentences to keep the abstract concise.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Based on the content provided, the manuscript appears scientifically sound. The research design is appropriate, the sampling method is clearly described, and the statistical tools used (mean, ANOVA, Pearson correlation) match the study’s objectives. The results are consistent with the data presented, and the conclusions logically follow from the findings. The manuscript also aligns well with existing literature on ERM and MSME performance, which strengthens its scientific credibility.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is adequate, but it can be improved. While many citations are recent and relevant, the selection leans heavily on local studies and smaller journals. The manuscript would benefit from including more internationally recognized and high-impact sources, especially foundational ERM frameworks and widely cited theoretical papers. Core references such as COSO (2017) and major ERM studies from Accounting, Organizations and Society or Long Range Planning are missing, which weakens the theoretical grounding. Strengthening the reference list with a few globally established works would improve the manuscript’s academic rigor and credibility.
	

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


	The language is generally understandable, but it needs improvement for scholarly communication. Some sections contain grammatical errors, repetitive phrasing, and inconsistent academic tone. Clearer sentence structure and tighter wording would make the manuscript more professional and easier to read.

Sentences that need correction
“This was conducted in the first semester of the school year 2024-2025”
Issue: Informal phrasing; unclear what “this” refers to.

“The researchers chose this method because it focused on gathering and interpreting information about current conditions (Moser & Korstjens, 2017).”
Issue: Past tense inconsistencies; sounds conversational.

“By examining the influence of enterprise risk management on financial performance, the researcher could describe the situation as it existed.”
Issue: “the researcher” is unclear; avoid switching between singular and plural.

“This approach helped us define variables clearly and allowed us to systematically collect a lot of data…”
Issue: Use of “us” is not suitable for formal academic writing; “a lot of data” is informal.

“The major tool for data collection was an adopted survey questionnaire.”
Issue: The phrase “adopted survey questionnaire” is vague; needs clarification.

“Ensure on-time payments and issue receipts to customers promptly.”
Issue: Appears as a command; should be written as a response item in neutral tone.

“The results represent a strong positive attitude towards sound financial management among the respondents…”
Issue: Wordiness; could be more concise.

“The results presented in Table 4 reveals a high level of operational efficiency…”
Issue: Subject–verb disagreement (“results… reveals”).

“Wherein an effective group effort fosters innovation…”
Issue: Sentence begins with “Wherein,” which is grammatically incorrect here.

“Thus, all of the findings support the framework proposed by Kapla Suwarni et al. (2024)…”
Issue: Wordy transition and unclear connection to previous argument.

“sThe analysis of the results revealed…”
Issue: Typographical error (“sThe”).

“Their success often depends on how effectively they manage resources and respond to challenges.”
Issue: Too general; lacks clarity in context.

“between Enterprise Risk Management (ERM) and business performance…”
Issue: Sentence starts mid-thought; incomplete.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This research paper provides an important input to the scientific world by disclosing new perspectives (or techniques) that cover a definite gap in the existing research. The results are both technically strong and based on strict analysis which adds to their credibility and reproducibility. By dealing with (mention the specific issue or application), it can have an impact on the next steps in the research, innovation, and thus, the whole science area. Primarily, the research increases our knowledge of (subject) and might open up the ways for new theoretical or practical advancements.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

Yes, the manuscript has ethical issues, mainly due to incomplete details on informed consent, confidentiality measures, ethical approval documentation, use of participant data, and permission for the adopted questionnaire.

the manuscript has ethical issues, including:

· Incomplete explanation of informed consent and participant rights.

· Missing details on confidentiality, data protection, and data storage.

· Ethical clearance mentioned but without approval number or documentation.

· Use of BPLO business list without stated permission.

· Adopted questionnaire used without proof of authorization.
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