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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 makes a meaningful contribution to the scientific community by providing empirical evidence on the relationship between market competition and sellers’ performance within a localized merchandising context, which is often underexplored in existing literature. By focusing specifically on Cateel, Davao Oriental, the study adds context-specific insights that enhance understanding of how competitive pressures shape business strategies and performance outcomes in small and medium enterprises. The findings are particularly valuable in demonstrating that competition, while intense, can act as a driver of innovation, efficiency, and improved customer engagement. However, the manuscript would be strengthened by more explicitly linking these localized insights to broader theoretical and comparative frameworks, thereby increasing its relevance and applicability beyond the immediate study area.
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	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
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	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
	GOOD
	

	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
	GOOD
	

	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
	GOOD
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	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
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	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
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
	

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

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

	NO
	





PART 3. Confidential Comments (If any) to the Editor:

	Reviewer’s comment (If any)


	

The manuscript addresses a relevant and context-specific research problem with acceptable methodological rigor. While the study contributes useful localized insights, it requires minor to moderate revisions, particularly in improving structure, reducing redundancy, clarifying objectives, and explicitly addressing limitations. Subject to these revisions, the manuscript can be considered suitable for publication.
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	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 
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Guideline: 
Accept As It Is: (>9-10)
Minor Revision: (>8-9)
Major Revision: (>7-8)
Serious Major revision: (>5-7)
Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)
Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
	8





PART 6

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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
The manuscript addresses a relevant and context-specific research problem with acceptable methodological rigor. While the study contributes useful localized insights, it requires minor to moderate revisions, particularly in improving structure, reducing redundancy, clarifying objectives, and explicitly addressing limitations. Subject to these revisions, the manuscript can be considered suitable for publication.
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