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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.
	The manuscript is informative and valuable. It focuses on the use of PhET in the classroom through action research and includes a comparison with traditional instruction. The results are comprehensive because the study combines test data and interview findings.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	Yes, the tittle is suitable and contain accurate information about article.
	

	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.


	1. The abstract should clearly state the number of participants in the population and the sampling method.

2. Replace the term "standardized test" with a more specific description. Please clarify what type of standardized tests were used.

3. The acronym "Phet" is incorrect and should be written as "PhET."

4. The keyword "Grade 1" is inaccurate and should be changed to reflect the actual grade level of the participants.

5. The abstract should briefly mention the data analysis method used in the study.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscripts is not fully accurate. Since there is a significant difference in pre-test scores, it suggests that the groups were not equivalent at the outset. As a result, using a t-test to compare post-test scores may lead to misleading conclusions. A more appropriate approach would be to use ANCOVA or analyze gain scores
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, but articles by the original developers of PhET from the University of Colorado (e.g., Wieman, Perkins, et al.) should be included to enhance the credibility of the manuscript.
	

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


	Yes, but some typographical errors are still present, such as the use of “abovementioned.” Additionally, one paragraph in the introduction is incomplete, as it consists of only a single sentence. Repetitive sentences were also found, for example: “Shown in Figure 1 is the conceptual framework of this study” appears twice in the theoretical framework section. Furthermore, the alpha and rho values used in the t-test should be presented using proper equations for clarity.
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	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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