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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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.


	Comparing two groups of students is a good idea. However, given that the school has hundreds of students, the research would be more robust with a larger sample size to reduce potential bias in data analysis. This study only included 10 students in each group, which limits the generalizability and statistical power of the findings.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable and informative.
	

	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. Detail on population and sampling technique should be made explicit in abstract

2. “t-values of 0.04 for scientific understanding and 0.01 for scientific ability” is not accurate in abstract. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, but here are some notes on improving the manuscripts:

1. The introduction was too long. Focus it on the problems.

2. Mentioning "Research in the Journal of Microbiology & Biology Education" is too broad; mention the articles, not the journal.

3. It is not completely correct; the t-values should be p-values in the results section.

4. The details of the test validation should be explained briefly in the Methods section.

5. The population and sampling technique should be explained in the Methods section.

6. The population was large, but the sample size was too small.

7. It is okay to measure understanding with a test, but it is not accurate to use a test to measure abilities.

8. The pretest was mentioned in the methods section. Although it was an important starting point for both groups, the results of the pretest were not stated.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references sufficient and recent. But few important notes for references: 
1. The citation looks like not using software like Mendeley or Zotero or others. 
2. Some typing errors found in citation and the style is not compatible between citation and references.

	

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


	Yes, but some sentences and paragraphs could be clearer. One paragraph is too long: "Scientific understanding and ability in senior high school refer to..." This makes it difficult to read and understand.
	

	Optional/General comments


	
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
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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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