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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 significant contribution to the field of educational leadership by shifting the focus from urban-centric models to the underexplored realities of rural school management, specifically within the Philippine MABAMA Cluster. By employing a phenomenological approach, the study provides rich, contextualized insights into how school heads navigate the complex interplay of instructional leadership, data-driven decision-making, and community engagement amidst severe resource constraints. The findings offer a valuable counter-narrative to generalized leadership theories, demonstrating that effective management in underserved contexts requires a unique blend of resilience, social capital mobilization, and "glocal" adaptation. Consequently, this research fills a critical gap in the literature on educational equity and provides an evidence-based framework for policymakers and practitioners working in similar socio-economically challenged environments globally.
	




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
	4
	

	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
	N/A
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	2
	

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

	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
	5
	

	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
	1
	

	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
	

	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
	5
	




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 is suitable. However, adding "A Phenomenological Study" would better reflect the methodology.
	

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

	Yes, the abstract clearly includes the purpose, methodology (qualitative, semi-structured interviews, document analysis, observations), key findings (instructional leadership, data-driven decisions, teacher development, community engagement), challenges (resource gaps, teacher burnout, large class sizes), and recommendations.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

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

Suggestion for improvement: The methodology section lacks essential scientific rigor details, including: (1) participant selection criteria and sample size, (2) specific data analysis procedures (e.g., thematic analysis steps), (3) trustworthiness measures (credibility, transferability, dependability), and (4) clear research questions. These must be added to meet scientific standards.
	

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

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

	YES

The references include 17 entries, with key sources from 2020–2025 (Hallinger & Murphy, 2020; Darling-Hammond et al., 2020; Schildkamp, 2021; Epstein, 2022; Harris & Jones, 2023; Putra & Yanto, 2025; Ruloff & Petko, 2025; UNESCO, 2024), demonstrating good recency and relevance
	

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

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

	YES

Ethical issues identified:

No informed consent statement — The manuscript does not mention obtaining consent from participating school heads.

No anonymity/confidentiality guarantee — No discussion of protecting participant identities.

No IRB or ethics committee approval — No mention of institutional review board clearance.

No data security protocols — No description of how data was stored or protected.

These are serious omissions that must be addressed before publication.
	



PART 3

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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	The manuscript contains critical structural and methodological omissions that prevent acceptance in its current form.

Required Revisions (Major):

Methodology Section (Critically Underdeveloped): The current description is insufficient for a phenomenological study. Please specify:

The exact number of participants and the sampling strategy (e.g., purposive?).

The specific data analysis procedure (e.g., following Braun & Clarke's thematic analysis steps, which are cited in references but missing here).

Measures taken to ensure trustworthiness (credibility, transferability, dependability, confirmability).

Ethical Clearance (Missing): A section detailing ethical protocols is mandatory. Please add a paragraph confirming informed consent, anonymity/confidentiality for participants, voluntary participation, and approval from an ethics review board or relevant educational authority.

Limitations (Missing): The manuscript currently lacks a "Limitations of the Study" section. Please acknowledge constraints such as the single-cluster geographic scope, reliance solely on school head perspectives (excluding teachers/students), and potential researcher bias.
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