	Journal Name:
	Asian Journal of Arts, Humanities and Social Studies

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_AJAHSS_14941

	Title of the Manuscript:
	ENHANCING READING COMPREHENSION SKILLS OF GRADE 4 LEARNERS THROUGH STORY MAPPING IN CALOMOTAN ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

	Type of the Article
	Research Article



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 presents a compelling case for the effectiveness of story mapping as an instructional strategy to enhance reading comprehension skills in elementary school children. By demonstrating significant improvements in Grade 4 learners' comprehension through a structured intervention, the study offers valuable empirical evidence for educators and policymakers. Its findings highlight the potential of interactive and visual learning methods to address literacy challenges, particularly in under- resourced contexts, thereby contributing to the
development of more engaging and effective literacy programs.
	


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 = Excellent
	

	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 = Excellent
	

	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 = Excellent
	

	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 = Good
	

	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 = Excellent
	

	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 = Excellent
	

	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 = Good
	

	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 = Needs Improvement
	

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

	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
	5 = Excellent
	

	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 = Excellent
	

	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
	5 = Excellent
	

	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 = Excellent
	

	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
	5 = Excellent
	

	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 = Excellent
	



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 of the article is suitable. The title, "ENHANCING READING
COMPREHENSION SKILLS OF GRADE 4 LEARNERS THROUGH STORY MAPPING IN CALOMOTAN ELEMENTARY SCHOOL," is clear,
descriptive, and academic. It effectively communicates the three most critical components of the study.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the abstract of the article is comprehensive.
The abstract effectively encapsulates the entire study by including all the essential components required for a scholarly.
	

	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 educational action research.
Methodological Rigor: It employs a standard Pre- test/Post-test Action Research design, which is the appropriate methodology for evaluating classroom interventions. Standardized Instrumentation: It utilizes the Phil-IRI (Philippine Informal Reading Inventory), a validated and widely accepted assessment tool for measuring reading proficiency in the Philippine educational system. Statistical Accuracy: The use of a paired samples t-test is the correct statistical procedure for comparing the means of the same group before and after an intervention. The reported t-value and p-value (p < 0.05) are
consistent with the data provided.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent?
(YES or NO)
If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The references are both sufficient and exceptionally recent: Recency: A majority of the citations are from the last five years (2021–2026). Sufficiency: The manuscript includes approximately 25–30 references, which is an appropriate volume for an action research paper. Relevance: The bibliography covers a balanced mix of foundational theories (e.g., Duke & Cartwright, 2021), international studies (e.g., Beyhatın & Özdemir, 2023). This provides a comprehensive evidence base
for the study's claims.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)
(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	YES. While the manuscript is academically sound, it has significant omissions regarding standard ethical protocols for research involving human subjects,
particularly vulnerable populations: Lack of Informed Consent, absence of Ethics Committee Approval: by
	



	
	an Institutional Review Board (IRB), data Privacy and Confidentiality and right to Withdraw.
	



Reviewer details:
. Sawitri Suwanaroa, University of Technology Lanna Tak, Thailand
[bookmark: _GoBack]
