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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 makes an important contribution to the scientific community by providing a rare comparative, cross-national analysis of school facility accessibility between public secondary schools in India and Tanzania, thereby extending infrastructure research beyond single-country contexts. Its systematic examination of multiple facility dimensions (classrooms, libraries, laboratories, water, sanitation, health, and sports) offers a comprehensive empirical evidence base for understanding how infrastructural inequalities shape educational quality and equity in developing regions. The study is particularly valuable for policymakers and educational planners, as it explicitly links facility accessibility to student safety, learning conditions, and policy compliance across two distinct education system. By identifying both shared challenges and contextual differences, the manuscript supports evidence-informed policy transfer and benchmarking between countries facing similar resource constraints. Overall, the study fills a documented empirical gap in comparative school facilities research and provides a strong foundation for future interdisciplinary work on infrastructure, inclusion, and educational development. 


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title “A Comparative Study of Accessibility to School Facilities in Public Secondary Schools of Dibrugarh District, Assam (India) and Hai District, Kilimanjaro (Tanzania)”is generally suitable and accurately signals the core focus, population, and comparative scope of the study. It clearly identifies the two geographic contexts, the level of schooling (public secondary schools), and the central construct (accessibility to school facilities).
Furthermore, there is strong coherence between the title and the manuscript’s contents. The study consistently examines accessibility across multiple facility dimensions (administrative blocks, classrooms, libraries, laboratories, water, sanitation, health, cafeteria, and sports facilities) in the two specified districts, using a comparative descriptive survey design, exactly as the title implies. The results, discussion, and conclusion sections remain aligned with this comparative accessibility focus and do not introduce concepts that fall outside the title’s scope.


	

	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 largely comprehensive and covers the essential components expected in a scientific article, namely the study aim, design, context, methodology, key findings, and a general recommendation. It clearly states the comparative nature of the study, identifies the two districts and countries involved, and summarises the major findings regarding inadequate and unequal access to school facilities. In this sense, the abstract accurately reflects the core content of the manuscript.

Despite its strengths, the abstract can be improved for clarity, balance, and scholarly completeness. First, while the methodology is described, it is somewhat lengthy and overly detailed for an abstract (e.g., listing exact numbers of schools and respondents), which could be streamlined. Second, the abstract does not explicitly state the research gap or significance, that is to say, why a comparative study between these two contexts is important for the broader scientific and policy community. Third, although the results are summarised, they focus heavily on descriptive statistics without clearly highlighting the comparative insight (similarities vs. differences) as a key analytical contribution.

I suggest that a brief sentence explicitly stating the research gap the study addresses (limited cross-national comparative evidence on school facility accessibility). A concise statement on the implications for policy, planning, or educational equity, beyond the general call for government and NGO intervention be added also. 
I recommend reducing or removing:

· Excessive numerical detail (e.g., multiple percentages and counts of schools) and replacing these with synthesized comparative statements.

· Repetitive phrasing related to “inadequate facilities,” which can be consolidated into a single, stronger results statement.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically acceptable at a basic descriptive level, but it requires moderate revisions to be considered scientifically robust. Strengthening methodological transparency, clarifying constructs, acknowledging limitations, and avoiding overinterpretation would substantially improve its scientific correctness and credibility.

From a scientific standpoint, the manuscript demonstrates correctness in the following areas:

· The research objective and question are clearly stated and consistently addressed throughout the paper.

· The comparative design is logically aligned with the title, aim, and conclusions.

· The data collection instruments (questionnaires and facility checklist) are appropriate for assessing accessibility of school facilities.

· The findings are generally interpreted in line with existing literature, and conclusions do not overtly contradict the presented results 


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are adequate in number but only moderately adequate in recency. Updating the literature base with more current, peer-reviewed sources would significantly enhance the manuscript’s scientific credibility and relevance.
To strengthen the manuscript, I recommend:

· Increasing the proportion of recent peer-reviewed journal articles (2020–2025), especially from high-quality education and development journals.

· Retaining older “foundational” sources only where historically justified, while replacing others with newer empirical evidence.

· Explicitly integrating recent African and Asian comparative studies on school infrastructure, inclusion, and educational equity to align with current scientific discourse.
	

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


	While the meaning is generally understandable, persistent language issues affect clarity, precision, and academic tone. The strength of the article is that the manuscript consistently uses academic vocabulary relevant to education, facilities, accessibility, and policy. The overall structure (abstract, introduction, methodology, results, discussion, conclusion) follows accepted scholarly conventions, which helps readers follow the argument despite language weaknesses
Area that needs improvement

Grammar and syntax

· There are frequent errors in sentence structure, verb tense consistency, article use (“a/the”), subject–verb agreement, and pluralisation.

· Many sentences are overly long and repetitive, reducing readability and precision.

Clarity and coherence

· Ideas are often repeated within and across paragraphs, especially in the results and discussion sections.

· Some sentences lack clear logical connectors, making arguments appear descriptive rather than analytical.

Academic tone and style

· Several expressions are informal, imprecise, or narrative rather than analytical (e.g., overuse of phrases such as “this means that,” “it shows that,” without deeper explanation).

· Excessive descriptive detail, particularly numerical reporting in prose, weakens scholarly conciseness.

Terminological consistency

· Key terms such as accessibility, availability, adequacy, and quality are used interchangeably without consistent definition, which is both a linguistic and conceptual issue.

I suggest that the manuscript be edited by professional academic language editor.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No
	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	N/A
	


	PART  3: Declaration of Competing Interest of the Reviewer:  I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer


	Here reviewer should declare his/her competing interest. If nothing to declare he/she can write “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer”
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	MARKS of this manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 

( Highest: 10  Lowest: 0 )

Guideline: 

Accept As It Is: (>9-10)

Minor Revision: (>8-9)

Major Revision: (>7-8)

Serious Major revision: (>5-7)

Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)

Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
	7.5
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