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	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 provides valuable empirical data on Public Utility Vehicle (PUV) franchise-related violations in the Davao Region from 2017 to 2022, highlighting overloading as the top issue and Public Utility Jeepneys as primary offenders. It contributes to transportation studies and regulatory policy by using non-parametric tests like Kruskal-Wallis to reveal significant yearly variations in violations, offering insights for enforcement improvements in developing regions. Such region-specific quantitative analysis addresses gaps in Philippine public transport compliance research, aiding policymakers in enhancing safety and sustainability amid rising vehicle ownership in ASEAN.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title "Unveiling PUV Apprehensions Examining Public Utility Vehicle Franchise-related Violations in Davao Region from 2017 to 2022 through Quantitative Analysis" is descriptive but overly long and awkwardly phrased. A more concise alternative: "Quantitative Analysis of PUV Franchise Violations in Davao Region, 2017-2022".
	

	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 effectively summarizes the problem, methods (Kolmogorov-Smirnov and Kruskal-Wallis tests), key findings (overloading dominant, significant yearly differences), and implications for policy. It could be strengthened by adding the total violations (799) and noting the lack of causal factor analysis as a limitation. No deletions needed, but tighten phrasing for brevity, e.g., combine data source and methods sentences.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript appears scientifically sound, with appropriate use of secondary LTFRB data, normality testing (p<0.01 confirming non-normality), and Kruskal-Wallis H test (p=0.005 for overall violations, p=0.200 for overloading violators). Statistical interpretations align with results, and ethical data handling is noted. Minor issues include unclarified table percentages and assumption of data completeness without validation discussion.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are sufficient (about 7-8) for a regional study but mix recent peer-reviewed works (Perez et al. 2022; Narboneta & Teknomo 2016) with older ones (Muromachi et al. 2015; Korea Transport Institute 2014) and websites (Laird Statistics 2018; NIST n.d.). They support methods and context adequately. Suggestions: Add recent PUV studies like "Impact of PUV Modernization Program on Compliance in the Philippines" (DOTr reports post-2023) or "Overloading Violations in Philippine Jeepneys: A Post-Pandemic Analysis" (search for 2023-2025 Eastern Asia Society for Transportation Studies papers).
	

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


	The English is generally suitable for scholarly communication, with clear structure and technical terms used correctly. However, it has grammatical errors (e.g., "denominator" instead of "denomination"; run-on sentences; typos like "urabn"), awkward phrasing, and inconsistencies (e.g., "material and methods" should be "Materials and Methods"). Professional proofreading is recommended for publication.
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