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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 of critical importance to the scientific community as it bridges a significant gap between high-level educational policy and its practical implementation in teacher training. By centering on socio-emotional skills (SES) within the framework of India’s National Education Policy (NEP) 2020, the paper provides a theoretical roadmap for transforming teacher education from a purely cognitive endeavor to a holistic one. Furthermore, it offers empirical and pedagogical strategies that can be tested, adapted, and scaled across diverse educational contexts, not only in India but globally. Ultimately, this work challenges researchers and practitioners to reconceptualize teacher preparedness as directly linked to student well-being, opening new avenues for interdisciplinary studies in educational psychology, policy analysis, and curriculum development.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Publication)

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
2 = Needs Improvement

	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
5 = Excellent
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
4 = Good
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	

2 = Needs Improvement
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
3 = Satisfactory
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
3 = Satisfactory
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
2 = Needs Improvement
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	

2 = Needs Improvement
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
3 = Satisfactory
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	

3 = Satisfactory
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
4 = Good
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
2 = Needs Improvement
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	

2 = Needs Improvement
	

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	

1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	



PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The original title "Lighting the Spark of NEP 2020: Igniting Socio-Emotional Skills in Teacher Education and its Implication on School Students"—is evocative and energetic, but it has a few areas that could be tightened for clarity, professionalism, and academic impact.  I suggest this title needs little bit of improvement like  “NEP 2020 as a Catalyst: Integrating Socio-Emotional Skills into Teacher Education and Its Impact on School Students”.

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The abstract of the articles successfully captures the problem (gap in teacher education regarding SES), the policy framework (NEP 2020), the core components (self-awareness, self-management, etc.), and some pedagogical strategies (experiential learning). However, it lacks clarity on several standard elements expected in a comprehensive academic abstract.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Please prioritize:

1. Completing all references with journal names, volumes, pages, and DOIs.
2. Adding a brief Methods section explaining your literature review process.
3. Shortening and sharpening the Introduction — remove loosely related statistics.
4. Revising language for grammar and scientific clarity.
5. Adding critical analysis — not just describing what policies say, but evaluating their strengths and weaknesses based on evidence.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Based on a thorough review, your references are moderately sufficient in number (31 sources) but lack sufficient recency and completeness for a high-quality scientific manuscript. While you have several good recent sources from 2022 to 2025 (such as Sorrenti et al., 2025, and Garg et al., 2024), you also rely too heavily on older references from 2008–2017 for key claims, which is problematic for a fast-moving field like socio-emotional skills. More critically, many references are incomplete—missing journal names, volumes, page numbers, or DOIs. Additionally, your manuscript focuses on India's NEP 2020, yet most references are from European or American contexts, leaving a significant gap in Indian-context teacher education studies. Therefore, to make the references scientifically acceptable, you should remove the irrelevant citation, complete all incomplete entries, replace pre-2018 sources with recent (2020–2025) peer-reviewed studies, and add at least 3–5 India-specific references on SES and NEP 2020 implementation.

	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	This manuscript does not contain blatant ethical breaches such as plagiarism, falsified data, or fabricated results. However, there are several ethical red flags related to citation practices, reference integrity, and transparency that must be addressed before submission.
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. Betty Wakia, Wuhan University of Technology, China
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