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	Reviewer’s comment
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	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 contributes to mathematics education research by analyzing student errors in learning derivatives. It provides insight into how learners approach fundamental calculus concepts and highlights how teaching practices influence errors. The use of Charnay’s error analysis model and a priori analysis makes this work relevant to educators and researchers who are interested in improving instructional methods and supporting students’ conceptual understanding. While the study is context-specific (Goma, DR Congo), its findings are valuable to the broader scientific community because student misconceptions in calculus are a global issue.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally suitable, but it is long and could be simplified for clarity. A suggested alternative:

“Analysis of Errors in Derivative Concepts Among 3rd Year Science Students in Goma”
	

	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 summarizes the study but lacks structure. It does not clearly indicate the sample size, timeframe, or specific findings. It should be revised to include (a) the number of students analyzed, (b) the main categories of errors identified, and (c) a concise conclusion about the teaching implications. This would make it more informative for readers scanning abstracts.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound in terms of topic and framework, but it needs improvements in methodological clarity. For example, it is not clear how errors were coded, whether more than one researcher validated the classifications, and how reliability was ensured. The analysis sometimes mixes potential errors (a priori) with actual errors observed, which makes interpretation less sharp. Strengthening these parts would improve the scientific rigor.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is rich and includes several recent works (up to 2025). However, some key international literature on misconceptions in calculus and error analysis could be added to situate the study more strongly within the global context. Also, in-text citations should be aligned with the journal’s formatting guidelines, as the style is inconsistent.
	

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


	The English requires careful editing. There are grammar and phrasing issues that make some sections hard to follow (e.g., “the student reassures on his part the mastery of the definition”). The tense use is also inconsistent. A language review by a proficient editor would improve readability and make the arguments more precise.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This is a relevant and promising paper. The topic is significant, the data are valuable, and the theoretical framework is appropriate. The main weaknesses are in presentation: unclear methodology, repetitive discussion, and language issues. If revised carefully, this study could provide meaningful contributions to mathematics education.
The manuscript is relevant and scientifically grounded. Major revision is needed for the abstract, methodology clarity, discussion depth, and English language editing.
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