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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment


	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 scientific input is not significant but average. The research is descriptively comparative, and the sample is small (18 items), which limits the generalisability of the results and the theoretical scope of the study. The study is relatively applicable in practice, but it needs a stronger methodological backing to have a more impactful effect in the overall AI-in-education community.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Suggested alternative title:
“Comparative Evaluation of Chinese Generative AI Models in Solving Curriculum-Aligned Middle School Mathematics Problems”
	

	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 clearly mentions the purpose, sample (which includes 5 models and 18 problems), dimensions of evaluation, and major findings. It also includes practical recommendations for teachers and students. Structurally, everything is right.

Nevertheless, it should be improved: The abstract is too descriptive and repetitive (e.g., repeating conclusions on the performance in algebra vs. in geometry). It fails to state how the completeness of the solutions and logical rigour were operationalised. It does not include any quantitative summary results (e.g., the overall percentages of accuracy). The methodology is not clear on the procedures for scoring and reliability.

Suggestions:

Provide important quantitative results (e.g., total accuracy 61.11%-77.78%). In a few words explain the way logical rigour and completeness were considered. Eliminate unnecessary conclusions. Eliminate or limit advisory statements to teachers/students, as they belong in the conclusion part.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The writing is logically arranged. The findings are internally consistent with the provided tables. Nevertheless, it has a number of scientific weaknesses that undermine its rigour: Small sample size (n = 18 problems): This cannot be strongly generalised. No statistical testing: The research includes the results of descriptive percentages without any statistical comparisons (e.g., chi-square tests, ANOVA of differences in time). Subjective dimensions: “Solution completeness and the logical rigour seem to be based on a manual judgement; however, no rubric, scoring criteria or inter-rater reliability is described. Immediate intervention: There was only one fixed command. There was no search for expedient sensitivity or repeated experimentation. Version control: The specific model versions and the dates of testing are not explicitly stated, which has an impact on reproducibility. Scientifically, the research is precise in its descriptive level but not methodologically sound, as high-impact journals are.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The sources are up-to-date (2022-2025) and pertinent to the subject of mathematical reasoning in large language models. This is a strength.

The majority of references are, however, arXiv preprints. The preference should be given to peer-reviewed sources. The connection between AI and the education literature (e.g., pedagogical implications of using AI in classrooms) is limited. The research on the adoption of AI in middle schools in China can support a stronger contextual grounding.

Suggested additions:

Recent peer-reviewed articles on LLMs in mathematics education. Study of AI-facilitated learning and cognition of students.
	

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


	The paper is readable but needs editing by a professional. The following problems were noted: The paper exhibits repetition and redundancy, especially in the Results and Discussion sections. Minor grammatical discrepancies. Some clumsy language (ex., having balanced overall performance with good teaching assistance value). Unsystematic capitalisation (e.g., DeepSeek, Kimi).

The language is understandable but does not yet meet the elegant academic standards of high-end journals.
	

	Optional/General comments


	It would be desirable to have a more explicit theoretical base for the study (i.e., the association of evaluation dimensions to cognitive theory or mathematical reasoning theory). Tables are informative and can be summarised and subjected to statistical analysis. Discussion should be more critical with the mentioned literature instead of serving primarily to confirm one previous study. Ethical aspects are taken care of appropriately. The statement of the competing interests is clear. The AI-use disclosure is boilerplate; however, due to the subject matter, journals might need to disclose information on whether AI tools were applied in data analysis.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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