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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.


	This manuscript focuses on an important gap in reading literacy literature where it provides a comprehensive review of Sinhala reading instruction on a national sample of teachers. Even though Sri Lanka has a long history of policy initiatives focusing on literacy, there is scanty empirical evidence on classroom practices, particularly on early grade Sinhala reading. The blend of quantitative and qualitative approaches employed in the study provide multiple perspectives within which both pedagogic patterns and student difficulties can be examined more accurately. The study findings are valuable to researchers, curriculum developers, teacher trainers and policy makers because they reveal issues which are systemic and impede the process of children’s early literacy learning. In sum, this investigation delivers a pertinent contribution to the field of South Asian literacy research as well as beginning readership scholarship system wide.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, title correctly describes the extent of scope, methodology and core focus of study. This also captures (a) strategies used in teaching, (b) disparities in reading, (c) literacy in Sinhala, and (d) the survey of teachers.
	

	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.


	In general, the abstract is clear enough and serves the purpose of indicating a summary of methods used in conducting the study, how data was gathered, what were the main results and what can be inferred from them. Though there are some aspects that could be made to improve the same, Some of these refinements are: Suggested improvements: Just add 1– 2 sentences stating the particular methods used for analyses(e.g. , descriptive statistics or thematic coding). Indicate the provinces or representativeness of the sample briefly. The abstract may benefit in clarifying the connection of gaps in teachers’ reports with perceived instructional deficiencies. Content-wise, the abstract effectively represents the study.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound.

The mixed-methods design used in this research work is chosen with reference to the questions asked ‘why’ and ‘how’. The processes of sampling, although relying on the willingness of people to participate, are laid out in sufficient detail and produce nationally representative samples. Data collection tools (survey, interviews, observations) are aligned with objectives. Analysis is logically presented, with triangulation strengthening validity. Interpretation is a complex task, depending on both the empirical results and theoretical literacy which are well known in the literature of akshara systems and diacritics.

The limitation though is that inferential statistics may be a way of improving the quantitative part which is however does not negate the descriptive aim of the research.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are generally good enough, because they are recent and pertinent. The manuscript basically quotes the most important literacy research like NRP, Snow et al. in addition to those there are Sinhala-specific studies or literacy frameworks for early-grade students. Recommendations: Add policy or curriculum documents from Sri Lanka (e.g., NIE guidelines, national reading benchmarks). These references should be possible to verify (e.g. Kulasekara et al., 2025). These could come in the form of other studies published recently on the structured literacy or cross-linguistic decoding issues.
	

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


	The manuscript is well written and academically sound, but there are few grammatical inconsistencies or typographical errors that appear now and then also the shifts in tense. Some sections (especially the qualitative reporting) might be improved by rewriting for more concise language and smoother flow. These are minor concerns that can be solved with a closer look during the editing process.
	

	Optional/General comments


	While tables and figures are clear enough, it would be useful to provide more interpretive summaries after each. Think about shifting some of the long narrative descriptions like those of a provincial interview into an appendix to streamline your main text. Here, we see that even though the discussion section is good, it would be more beneficial to connect the findings with the frameworks of teacher professional development for greater applied significance.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

There are no major ethical concerns apparent. A manuscript indicates that informed consent was sought, participation was voluntary, and identifying information was not requested. Interviewing/observing data were triangulated with sound responsibility; however, a part of the content is shown to be written by AI. Please check it and remove AI plagiarism.
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