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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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 is significant for the scientific community as it offers a comprehensive, historically grounded synthesis of seven decades of teacher professional development policies, critically tracing the transition from INSET to CPD within the Indian education system. By integrating national policy analysis with international CPD models through a state-of-the-art review, it advances scholarly understanding of how continuous, context-sensitive, and scalable professional development frameworks can be designed and implemented.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Almost. I suggest that you add the word India in the title for improvement.  I also suggest that you drop the word exploration. 
Suggested title: Transitioning from INSET to CPD in India: A 70-Year Policy Analysis of Teacher Professional Development


	

	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 is conceptually strong and comprehensive. You simply have to add an explicit research gap and also emphasize the policy–practice gap more explicitly in the findings.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound and largely correct.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	1. Some references are too old for a State-of-the-Art Review. Don’t go below 2017 except for foundational studies or classic policy documents. These references should also be enhanced with recent digital and collaborative CPD literature.
2. Some intext citations don’t have corresponding references. You either replace them or get the corresponding references. E.g Subitha, 2018, Burgoo, 2011 and UNESCO, 2021.
3. There are at least 22 references in your list that are not cited anywhere in the text. Keeping uncited references may be acceptable in a “bibliography” style list, but usually in academic writing, all references should be cited in text to avoid inconsistencies. Such references include; Barry, E. S.,…, Bednarz, N…., Gartia, R.,…, Bove, C., Jensen… etc.
4. The reference Moen, 2015…. appears wrongly written.


	

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


	The language and English quality of the manuscript are generally suitable for scholarly communication in terms of discipline suitability. A few grammatical inconsistencies and repetitions need to be dealt with through careful copy-editing review. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	Note:
1. Since this is a literature review, proper and adequate intext citation is expected.

2. In your declaration, there is a direct contradiction: one says ethics approval is not needed, and the other says it was obtained. It should be clarified so that the manuscript consistently reflects the correct situation.
3. Improve on the synthesis of your citations in the introduction. Clearly articulate why INSET is inadequate and then why CPD is necessary now.

4. This article would benefit from a conceptual diagram contrasting INSET and CPD dimensions.
5. I suggest that you add a guiding theory.

6. Rephrase objectives using action verbs and analytical depth. Eg. Objective one can be modified to; To critically analyze the evolution of in-service teacher education policies in India since 1952.
7. Your methodology lacks a diagram or coding strategy. I suggest you that you add a PRISMA-style flow diagram.
8. Your policy review section is strong and good. I suggest that you add analytical sub-headings and, a summary table mapping policy, CPD orientation and limitations.
9. Your section of ‘Transition from INSET to CPD’ is limited in critical interrogation of assumptions.
10. In your comparative international analysis, add a short analytical section discussing “What India Can Learn—and What It Cannot Borrow”.
11. In your discussion, eexplicitly answer, what has changed? what remains unchanged? and why?

12. Work on your references and citations as suggested later in a consistent format (APA).
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (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)


	


Reviewer details:

. Kenneth Besigomwe, Uganda Management Institute, Uganda
Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)

