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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	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.


	The manuscript is important because it consolidates a decade of empirical research (2014–2024) examining the practical implementation of CCE in India’s education system. It provides valuable insights into teacher awareness, attitudes, and major challenges in executing CCE at the elementary level—key factors for reform success. The findings can guide policymakers and school leaders in addressing barriers such as insufficient training, infrastructure, and workload issues. Additionally, this review contributes to the broader academic conversation on assessment reforms in developing countries, making it highly relevant for comparative and policy-focused educational research.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title reflects the study content accurately. However, you may consider a more concise and journal-friendly version: Here are suggested alternative titles:

· “Implementation Challenges of the CCE Under India’s RTE Act: A Systematic Review (2014–2024)”

· “Teacher Awareness, Attitudes, and Barriers in CCE Implementation: A Review Study in India”

These emphasize the three major themes of the paper.


	

	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 presents the background, objectives, and general findings. However, improvements can enhance clarity and structure: The following are the suggestions:

· Add specific methodology details (e.g., total number of studies reviewed is mentioned but could be more structured)

· Add a statement on implications for policy or practice

· Remove repeated paragraphs (there is duplication of the first abstract section)

· Consider separating into Background–Methods–Results–Conclusion for readability

· The author can add this to the abstract, “This review identifies critical gaps in training, infrastructure, and teacher support systems that hinder effective CCE implementation, suggesting a need for stronger institutional backing.”


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally scientifically sound and follows systematic review logic.
Still, improvements can be considered. Here are the recommendations for improvements:

· Clarify the systematic review protocols, such as PRISMA flow or coding procedures

· Strengthen the analysis of contradictions among cited studies

· Include tables or summary matrices to present findings across studies

· Expand the discussion to connect results to broader evaluation theory


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is comprehensive and recent, including studies up to 2024. Here are some suggestions:

· Include more peer-reviewed journal articles vs. dissertations, where possible

· Add international studies for broader comparative insight

· Ensure consistent formatting across references (some URLs, capitalization styles vary)


	

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


	The language is generally understandable and suitable for academic publication. Here are minor concerns:
Some grammatical errors, repetitive wording, and long paragraphs should be revised

· Consider professional copyediting to improve flow and readability

· Replace “gives importance to” with “emphasizes”

· Improve paragraph transitions in the findings section


	

	Optional/General comments


	· A visual framework or conceptual model summarizing themes and barriers would improve impact

· Figures should include proper titles, captions, and source citations

· Consider adding policy recommendations supported by review data

· Strengthen the conclusion with future research directions (e.g., longitudinal studies, intervention evaluations)
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

Based on the content of the manuscript, there are no major ethical concerns. The study is a systematic literature review. There is no ethical violations but the author is recommended to add a brief ethics statement for journal compliance and clarity.
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