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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 provides significant value to the scientific community by addressing a critical research gap regarding the socioeconomic realities of families raising children with autism outside of major metropolitan hubs like Metro Manila. By quantifying both specific expenditures and the effectiveness of parental financial management strategies, the study offers an empirical foundation for future comparative research in mid-sized, highly urbanized cities within developing nations. Furthermore, the findings highlight a crucial discrepancy between parental resilience and the insufficiency of institutional support, providing a data-driven justification for policymakers to enhance social welfare programs and financial literacy initiatives. Finally, the study's focus on the "bayanihan" culture and informal support networks adds a vital cultural dimension to the global understanding of caregiving burdens in neurodevelopmental conditions.
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	      4
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	      4
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	     3
The discussion summarizes the findings well but does a minimal job of explicitly relating them to the specific literature cited earlier. For example, it doesn't compare the finding of "moderate financial burden" to that of Sharpe & Baker (2007) or the high use of internal strategies to McConnell et al. (2014). The connection to existing theory is weak, making this area satisfactory but improvable.
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	   4
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	   5
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	   4
The reference list is extensive (over 30 entries), relevant, and includes a good mix of international and local sources (e.g., Philippine News Agency, Autism Society of the Philippines, FOI requests). The formatting is inconsistent (e.g., missing journal names, volume/issue issues in a few entries like Goh et al., 2021), but the quantity and relevance are strong.
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	  4
	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the title "Raising a Child with Autism: Expenditures and Financial Management Among Parents in a Highly Urbanized Community" is highly suitable for the study.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the abstract of the article is comprehensive.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct within the framework of a descriptive quantitative-correlational study.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
Justification for Suitability
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	No 
Justification: The manuscript does not contain ethical "issues" in the sense of violations or misconduct. Instead, it demonstrates a high level of ethical compliance, as the researchers proactively addressed standard research ethics requirements.
	




PART 3

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
Thank you for the opportunity to review this manuscript. This research addresses a contemporary topic that has not been adequately explored: financial management among parents of autistic children in a medium-sized city in the Philippines. 
1. The research methodology is generally appropriate, with suitable sampling, validated instruments, and excellent ethical conduct. However, several scientific issues need to be addressed prior to publication. Most importantly, the research claims to be a "correlation" study, but no correlation analysis was performed. 
2. The hypotheses were only partially tested (costs were not analyzed according to demographic data). 
3. Formatting: In the final layout, ensure that tables (specifically Table 1 and Table 5) are presented in a unified, professional format to improve scan ability, as the current text-based version is slightly fragmented.
Example:
Table 5. Differences in Financial Management Strategies when Grouped by Profile (N = 113)
	Profile Variable
	Category
	Mean
	Test-statistic
	p-value

	Highest Educational Attainment
	Elementary
	3.66
	F = 1.76
	.199

	
	High School
	3.60
	
	

	
	College
	3.94
	
	

	
	Postgraduate
	3.64
	
	

	Employment Status
	Full-time
	3.77
	F = 0.63
	.596

	
	Part-time
	3.63
	
	

	
	Self-employed
	3.91
	
	

	
	Unemployed
	3.72
	
	

	Monthly Family Income
	Poor
	3.70
	F = 1.23
	.317

	
	Low-income
	3.86
	
	

	
	Lower Middle Class
	4.05
	
	

	
	Middle and Upper Class
	3.80
	
	

	Financial Assistance
	Yes
	3.92
	t = 1.04
	.302

	
	No
	3.75
	
	


Note: p > 0.05; The null hypothesis is accepted as there are no statistically significant differences.

4. Sampling Limitation: While purposive sampling is justified for this specific clinical population, a brief sentence in the conclusion explicitly stating that the findings are specific to the "highly urbanized context" of Iloilo City would strengthen the scientific humility of the paper.
5. The document (pages 10–11), please revising the report, the order should be swapped so that it becomes: 7. CONCLUSION and 8. DISCUSSION (The content should also be adjusted accordingly (some parts of the original CONCLUSION may be moved to the DISCUSSION section).


          These are not insurmountable problems, but they need to be resolved before publication. Once the manuscript is revised to be suitable for publication in a reputable journal, it should be reviewed and approved by the editor.
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