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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 paper introduces the early math’s education in Indian government schools via CRA method with the help of GKA kits. It offers thought-provoking evidence (in the form of teacher perceptions) of correlations for effectiveness, student-centeredness, and classroom-level frames as reported by in-service primary teachers. This is important for how teacher professional development is designed, how activity-based learning scales and the policy implications in scaling kit-based programs.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is plain but wordy. Alternate Suggestion: Teachers' perceptions of CRA approach and GK A math kit to improve math’s skills among primary school children.
	

	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.


	Informative: The abstract is informative and includes purpose, setting, population, and outcome but it is wordy. Enrich with: (1) 1-2 quantitative data points (e.g., Question 76 – % of teachers who indicated that they….).."), (2) brief restrictions time/material/planning, (3) reasons for the restrictions (such as small sample size/single district setting/self-report).
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study is methodologically sound with explicit requests, appropriate survey methodology and sufficient reliability and validity (test-retest r = 0.78). Needs for improvement: Sampling: Are the percentages related to teachers or teacher-item responses, clarify the strata details, justify the sample size n = 30 or at least acknowledge it as a limitation. · Internal consistency: Report Cronbach's alpha for the separate subscale and not only as overall test-retest. · Analysis: Include composite scores for each domain; and consider inferential comparisons where data allow; specify the software used. • Data accuracy: Correct discrepancies between tables and text, especially in the GKA paragraphs. Discussion: Relate findings to CRA theory and GKA assessments; interpret through implementation fidelity and systemic constraints.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The coverage is for the most part sufficient with both classical and recent CRA, dyscalculia, and GKA works. Revisions: a) add recently implemented CRAs in near settings; b) weigh-in on GKA with large-scale evaluations including teacher perspectives; and c) make the language more consistent.


	

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


	Understandable but needs improvement. Problems: Long sentences require breaking up; inconsistencies in usage ("represent" -> "representational"; "gets through" -> gained through"); grammatical errors including agreement and pluralization. Recommendation: Extensive language editing to bring the text up to standard for clarity, consistency and good use of English.


	

	Optional/General comments


	Improvements needed:

· Findings: Too verbose – summarize narrative, do not duplicate entries from the table (use only for results), concentrate on interpretation and analysis.

· Discussion Results: (a) positive finding, (b) novel findings ((time/materials boundaries), and, but not least, their): implications for practice

· Limitations Add Limitations section: Small, localized sample, self-report only, no student achievement data, descriptive statistics.

· Add Impact statement section: For practice (e.g. training, kit maintenance), policy (e.g. curriculum integration) and research (e.g. longitudinal mixed methods)

· Theoretical framework: Include short framework that integrates CRA → teacher perceptions → institutional support → student outcomes

The subject is important and the methodology and objectives are appropriate. conditionally accepted: 1 Published in principle but needs revision: 

1. Streamline the abstract/title; add quantitative scoring system and limitations. 

2. Explain how you sampled, report subscale reliability and justify sample size. 

3. Resolve discrepancies between tables and text of data. 

4. Include summary scores and inferential statistics if relevant. 

5. Decrease the repetition in the reports; concentrate on interpretation. 

6. Strengthen discussion with theoretical integration. 

7. Insert separate Limitations and Implications paragraphs. 

8. Comprehensive language editing. 

With revisions, this will make a strong contribution to the CRA pedagogy, GKA implementation and teacher perception literature in elementary mathematics education.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	None-apparent however authors should report informed consent processes and institutional permissions/ethics approval explicitly.
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