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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

	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 is important for the scientific community as it provides empirical evidence from a Philippine higher education context showing that well-implemented community extension programs lead to moderate student involvement and high perceived effectiveness, positively impacting personal skills, social skills, and civic responsibility.

It contributes valuable quantitative data to the fields of service-learning, community engagement, and experiential education, particularly in settings where extension is a mandated institutional function.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is acceptable but somewhat unclear and singular ("Program" instead of "Programs").

A clearer, more precise alternative: 
"Impact of Student Involvement in Community Extension Programs: A Philippine Higher Education Study"


	

	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 fairly comprehensive but can be tightened for clarity and brevity.

· Add 1 sentence at the start: Briefly state the problem/gap (e.g., "Despite the mandate for community extension in Philippine higher education, student participation remains inconsistent.")

· Replace the placeholder "Mention the design..." with: "This study employed a quantitative-descriptive design..."

· Delete: The recommendation sentence and the note about review papers (move to main text).

· Shorten results: Combine into 1–2 concise sentences focusing on key combined means (involvement: moderate, implementation: very high, effectiveness & impact: high/effective).


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct overall. It uses an appropriate quantitative-descriptive design, stratified random sampling, adapted validated instruments (from Boru, 2017; Diaz-Gallegos, 1999), clear Likert-scale interpretation, and standard descriptive statistics (means, frequencies). The findings are logically presented, with reasonable interpretations aligned with the data (e.g., moderate involvement at ~3.0 mean, high/very high ratings for implementation/effectiveness/impact). No major methodological errors, contradictions, or invalid claims appear present. Minor issues include the incomplete study design placeholder in the abstract and some repetitive phrasing, but these do not undermine scientific validity.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references (≈20 cited) are sufficient for a descriptive institutional study but only moderately recent. Many are from 2020–2023 (e.g., Asio et al., 2021; Bringle et al., 2021; Macías-Gómez-Estern et al., 2022), with a few older foundational ones (e.g., Diaz-Gallegos, 1999). However, the field has seen newer Philippine-specific publications (2024–2025) on similar topics, such as student involvement, impact assessment, and GEDI in extension programs.


	

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


	The language/English quality is suitable for scholarly communication but requires polishing. It is generally clear and academic, but includes grammatical issues (e.g., "will divide" instead of "divides" in sampling description; awkward phrasing like "This current finding supports the assertion... which shows..."), minor typos/repetition (e.g., "this current result affirms/contradicts"), and inconsistent tense/voice. Proofreading for conciseness and flow would elevate it to strong publishable standard.


	

	Optional/General comments


	Recommendation: Minor Revision 
Strengths in methodology, clear results, and relevance outweigh minor language/structural issues and reference recency gaps. With polishing, added recent citations, and abstract fixes, it would be suitable for publication in education/extension journals.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

There are no evident ethical issues. 
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