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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 provides empirical evidence on teacher educators’ perceptions of the Four-Year Integrated Teacher Education Program (ITEP) under the Choice Based Credit System.
 It offers insights into stakeholder readiness in light of reforms such as the National Education Policy 2020, highlighting both positive views and existing concerns. 
These findings inform policymakers and institutions on effective implementation while contributing to the broader literature on teacher education reform. 
The study also lays groundwork for future research on the long-term impact of integrated programs.

	


PART  2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

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

	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
	4 = Good
	

	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
Adding a few more specific or contemporary terms (e.g., “NEP 2020” or “teacher educators’ perception”) could further improve precision and reach.
	

	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
	4 = Good
	

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

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

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
The use of purposive sampling and a relatively small sample size may limit generalizability.
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	 2 = Needs Improvement
Does not clearly report key ethical considerations such as informed consent, confidentiality, or voluntary participation of respondents.

	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
Include more visual aids (e.g. graphs or charts) and summarizing findings more concisely to improve readability.
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good

	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
The manuscript connected to existing literature but does not fully engage in a deeper comparative or critical discussion of how its findings advance or contrast with prior studies. 
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good 
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 = Needs Improvement 
Since the study omits a clear reflection on its limitations, which is an important component of rigorous research reporting.
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
	

	15. 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
	4 = Good
	






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.
	It is clear
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	“This study explores teacher educators’ perceptions of the Four-Year Integrated Teacher Education Program (ITEP) under the Choice Based Credit System, as introduced by NEP 2020. 
A survey of 70 educators in Malda district found predominantly favorable perceptions, with no significant differences by gender, locality, or experience.
The findings offer insights for policymakers on ITEP implementation and contribute to research on teacher education reform, providing a basis for future studies on its long-term impact.”
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	 Statistical error in Table 4. Correct the degrees of freedom and p-value in Table 4. With N=70 and three groups, the between-groups df should be 2 (not 67) and within-groups df should be 67. The p-value (0.645) is also inconsistent with the reported F-value (0.441) and dfs please recalculate the ANOVA. Additionally, the null hypothesis in Table 2 is incorrectly formatted (H₀ μ Female ≠ μ Male should be H₀ μ Female = μ Male).
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO. Suggestion for Improvement:

While the reference list is extensive, several key sources are outdated or lack recent citations. To strengthen the manuscript, consider the following:

Add more references from 2023–2025 to reflect the most current developments in ITEP implementation and NCTE regulations, as the program launched in 2023–24.

Replace or supplement older sources (e.g., Aithal & Kumar, 2016; Mahakur et al., 2019) with more recent studies on CBCS implementation and its effectiveness in teacher education contexts.

Include recent policy documents.

Remove outdated or redundant references that are not directly cited in the text (e.g., several UGC documents from 2014–2018 could be consolidated or updated with 2023 versions where applicable).
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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? 

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