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	PART  1: Review Comments



	Compulsory REVISION comments


	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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. Why do you like (or dislike) this manuscript? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	The author works on a current issue (Double Track System (DTS)) specially in the context of Ghana. Reader will get an impression on Ghana’s education system and how teachers’ of Ghana perceive about DTS and their attitude towards DTS. The findings of the study would be a valuable contribution for the scientific community.
The article is interesting, yet it is necessary that the authors show the development of the problem statement and its connections to the literature review. 

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title of the article is suitable.


	

	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 of the article is comprehensive.
	

	Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?
	Subsections and structure of the manuscript are appropriate.
	

	Please write a few sentences regarding the scientific correctness of this manuscript. Why do you think that this manuscript is scientifically robust and technically sound? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.
	The manuscript has written systematically. However, some modifications are required in different sections to make the manuscript scientifically robust and technically sound.

Methodology section

The author (s) needs to clarify how the tools are developed. For example, based on which evidence/ literature.

Discussion section

It is suggested to re-write the 4.1 (teachers’ perception).  As the main intention of this section is to discuss about the teachers’ perception about DTS, the author should write the sentences in that way so that the reader can understand what teachers perceived about DTS. For example, majority of the respondents perceived that the implementation of the DTS in their school has resulted in increased contact hours, optimal use of school facilities etc.

The author provided several evidences in support of the findings of the study.  However, supporting evidence need to be linked with the findings of the study. In some cases, the author provided the evidence which was not properly linked with the findings. For example, your findings suggested that age and work experience create positive attitude regarding DTS. However, your supporting evidence regarding this issue is not aligned with your findings. Suggesting for appropriate supporting literature for this issue.

Recommendation section

The author recommended 5 points, which might be useful. However, the recommendation should be based on the findings. There is a lack of connection between the findings and recommendation. It is suggested to show some issues in the findings section so that based on them the author can recommended and vice versa. 


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.

-
	The references are sufficient and recent. However, few literatures need to be reviewed on double track system, perception and attitude to sort out the literature gap in the introduction section. 


	

	Minor REVISION comments

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


	The author(s) should review the whole manuscripts carefully. There are a number of spelling mistakes throughout the whole manuscript. It is suggested to review the manuscript with language checker. 
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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