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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.

	The manuscript contributes to the field by documenting teacher‑reported experiences with the Concrete–Representational–Abstract (CRA) approach and the accompanying GKA instructional kits in primary mathematics settings. It offers relevant evidence regarding the perceived pedagogical value, usability, and student‑centeredness of these tools. While the study does not evaluate learning outcomes directly, the perceptual findings illuminate conditions that shape implementation quality. The work thus provides practical insight into the institutional supports necessary for effective and sustained use of CRA‑based instructional strategies.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The current title is not fully suitable because the term “Impact” implies causal evidence that the study’s perception‑based survey design does not support, and a more accurate alternative would foreground teachers’ perceptions rather than claiming direct effects.
	

	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 sufficiently states the study’s purpose and framework but omits essential contextual details, overstates learning effects despite relying only on teacher perceptions, and lacks information on the instrument, analytical procedures, and key limitations, thereby reducing its scientific clarity and interpretability.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript presents findings from a descriptive survey of teachers’ perceptions, yet several sections of the narrative and conclusion inaccurately imply direct improvements in students’ understanding or achievement, which are not supported by perceptual data and should therefore avoid causal language. In addition, although the methodology claims the use of stratified random sampling, the manuscript does not specify the strata, their proportions, or the procedures used to operationalize stratification, resulting in limited transparency and raising concerns about the rigor of the sampling design.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript relies on a descriptive survey of teacher perceptions, yet portions of the narrative imply causal effects on student learning that the design cannot support. Moreover, the claimed use of stratified random sampling is insufficiently detailed, as the strata and procedures are not described.

	

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

	The manuscript contains numerous grammatical errors, typographical mistakes, and inconsistent terminology—such as “represental,” “cnteredness,” “hep,” and “Teacehr”—which detract from its academic clarity. In addition, inconsistencies in section numbering, spacing, and the formatting of tables and figures indicate a need for professional proofreading or native‑level editing prior to publication.
	

	Optional/General comments

	The authors are encouraged to more clearly articulate the study’s contribution in terms of teacher acceptance and feasibility of the CRA–GKA approach, include a limitations section addressing the small sample and perceptual nature of the data, ensure numerical consistency aligned with the reported sample size of 30, and provide fuller contextual details regarding the implementation of GKA kits—including duration, mathematical topics covered, and the extent of teacher training.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	No explicit ethical approval or informed‑consent statement is provided, which represents an ethical omission in the manuscript.
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