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	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 important for the scientific community because it provides empirical evidence on how teachers’ perceptions of academic achievement in autonomous colleges differ by gender and rural–urban context. It strengthens understanding of how institutional autonomy functions in practice through teachers’ experiences and educational engagement. The findings also highlight equity-related concerns, supporting the need for inclusive academic governance and quality assurance in higher education.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	YES
	

	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 not entirely clear because it discusses organisational climate, while the study's main focus is teachers’ views on academic achievement. To make it easier to understand, the abstract should stay focused on one main idea and remove or rewrite the parts related to organisational climate. It should also briefly mention the purpose of the study, the number of teachers included, the tool used for data collection, the main findings, and what the results mean for improving academic practices in autonomous colleges.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is partly correct from a scientific point of view because it has clear objectives, uses a survey method, and applies t-test analysis properly. However, it still needs major improvement because some parts are confusing (the abstract talks about organisational climate, but the study is mainly about academic achievement), and the tool used for data collection is not explained in enough detail. The study is useful, but it needs revision before it can be treated as fully scientifically sound.
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	I recommend adding more recent and foundational references from reputable journals to strengthen the literature review and support the interpretation of findings.


	

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


	I recommend thorough language editing/proofreading to improve clarity, academic tone, and readability.


	

	Optional/General comments


	The study has a relevant topic, clear structure, and useful findings, but it needs significant improvement in three areas:

•
Language: removal of gender-biased wording and use of neutral, evidence-based terms.

•
Presentation: tightening some sections for clarity and coherence.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

The paper doesn’t mention getting approval from an ethics committee or written consent from participants, even though it talks about confidentiality and voluntary participation. Also, some parts sound gender-biased, like saying female teachers are “not conscious” or “not giving importance.” These should be rewritten in neutral and factual terms.
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