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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.


	The manuscript contributes meaningfully to the literature on participatory school governance by examining seasonality, sustainability issues, gains, and gaps in School Governing Council (SGC) implementation in the Philippine basic education context. It offers empirical data from a large, diverse sample across Camarines Sur and provides insights into the structural, contextual, and resource-based constraints that shape SGC effectiveness. The findings are highly relevant for policymakers, school leaders, and community stakeholders working toward improving localized school governance. The study also fills a gap in Southeast Asian research on SGC operations and therefore holds value for comparative governance studies.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is clear, descriptive, and captures all core variables discussed in the paper. It reflects the qualitative nature of the study and the four main analytical constructs. A shorter alternative could be:
“Seasonality, Sustainability, and Governance Challenges in School Governing Councils in DepEd Camarines Sur.”
However, the existing title is acceptable.
	

	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, well structured, and includes the aims, design, participants, main results, and conclusions. However, it may be improved by:
· Explicitly stating the qualitative methods (e.g., type of interviews, how themes were generated).

· Reducing very detailed frequency/ranking results to make it more concise.

· Adding a sentence on implications for policy or practice.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound. It follows standard qualitative research procedures and shows strong methodological rigor, including thematic analysis, triangulation, member checking, quota sampling, and ethical compliance. The results logically align with the thematic framework. However, the discussion section is quite long and sometimes repetitive; tighter synthesis of literature citations and clearer linkage between findings and policy recommendations could improve clarity.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are extensive, relevant, and include both classical governance authors and very recent studies (2021–2025). They are sufficiently recent and appropriate for the topic. A few references, however, appear to be overly numerous and could be reduced for conciseness. Inclusion of more Philippine-based SGC studies (if available) could strengthen contextual depth.
	

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


	The manuscript is written in generally clear academic English. However, several sections are wordy and could benefit from stylistic tightening. Minor grammatical issues, redundancies, and overly long sentences should be edited for clarity and readability. No major language barriers are present.
	

	Optional/General comments


	 Consider summarizing extremely long paragraphs for readability.
 Tables are helpful; however, a visual diagram of relationships between seasonality, sustainability, gains, and gaps could increase clarity.

 Stronger alignment between findings and the recommendations in the conclusion will enhance impact.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No ethical concerns are evident. The paper clearly states ethical approval, informed consent, confidentiality protections, and compliance with institutional standards.
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