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	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.


	This manuscript is significant to the scientific community because it provides empirical evidence on the effectiveness of innovative teaching strategies in improving students’ understanding of chemical kinetics, a core but often difficult topic in chemistry. By comparing Higher Order Thinking Laboratory Strategy (HOTLS) with Inquiry Strategy, the study offers insights into how pedagogical approaches can enhance critical thinking, problem-solving, and overall academic performance in science education. The findings also contribute to gender-related discussions in science learning, highlighting the differential effects of these strategies on male and female students. 


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is suitable
	

	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 is fairly comprehensive. It includes the study’s purpose, methodology, sample size, instruments, statistical tools, and key findings. However, for journal standards, it could be made more concise and impactful by emphasizing results and implications rather than detailed procedural information. Here are my suggestions:

Points to consider deleting or condensing

The details about face validation (experts’ names and affiliations) are too specific for an abstract and should be omitted.

Lengthy sampling information (multistage sampling, intact classes, exact gender breakdown) can be summarized more briefly.

There is a need to include a final sentence emphasizing the contribution to existing literature, for example, how the study fills a gap or advances understanding of chemistry pedagogy.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscripts is scientifically correct


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references is sufficient, however, the in-text citations did not follow APA 7th edition format
	

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


	Yes 
	

	Optional/General comments


	The research questions and hypotheses were not stated/listed after the introduction. 

The authors need to rewrite the conclusion. The conclusion should summarise the findings, what can be infer from the study findings, and the application of the findings. 
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