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	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 holds significant value for the scientific community by providing empirical evidence on the efficacy of augmented reality (AR) in enhancing science learning outcomes among middle school students, directly supporting NEP 2020's push for technology integration in Indian classrooms. Its quasi-experimental design and robust statistical analysis using ANCOVA offer a reliable model for evaluating edtech interventions, particularly in resource-constrained government schools, bridging a critical gap in localized research on Bengali-medium education. This work inspires scalable AR applications across STEM curricula, informing policy refinements and teacher training under NEP 2020 to foster innovative, inclusive pedagogies.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Effectiveness of Augmented Reality Assisted Instructional Strategy on Learning Outcomes of Middle School Students in Biology classrooms
OR

Effectiveness of Augmented Reality Assisted Instructional Strategy on Learning Outcomes of Middle Stage learners in Biology education
	

	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.
	learning outcomes test-?? Name could be checked.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	· Results of the study revealed that students taught the concepts of living organisms using AR application learned more in comparisons to their counterpart (give empirical clarifications and justifications).
· Both groups were pretested through a pretest consisting of 25 multiple-choice items on ‘Living Organism’ unit. The reliability coefficient was computed using the split-half method, which was obtained as 0.78. (make an action plan to carry out this empirical study)
· During the experimental work, researcher behaved like a facilitator and guide. The researcher created a congenial learning environment throughout the experimentation period of six weeks. (is this a psychology test or experiment??)
· Toasting of the Hypothesis ( run the grammar check.)
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	
	

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


	Check grammar:

students taught “through” the concepts of a living organism
	

	Optional/General comments


	· The manuscript lacks a strong theoretical and conceptual framework explaining why Augmented Reality (AR) is pedagogically superior or different from conventional teaching.

· The authors are advised to explicitly differentiate AR-based instruction and conventional teaching in terms of learning outcomes in biology.

· The rationale for adopting AR needs to be strengthened by anchoring it in established learning theories (e.g., Cognitive Theory of Multimedia Learning, Situated Learning, Experiential Learning).

· The literature review is too brief and does not critically synthesize prior empirical findings.

· Recent empirical studies (last 5–7 years) on AR in education should be integrated to strengthen the argument.

· Comparative studies between technology-enhanced learning and conventional instruction must be discussed to justify the selection of ANCOVA.

· The review should culminate in clearly stated research hypotheses or objectives derived logically from prior studies.

· The description of the data collection instrument is inadequate.

· The authors must clearly explain: the nature of the tool (achievement test / scale / questionnaire), number of items and dimensions, development or adaptation process, evidence of content validity and reliability, details of pilot testing and expert validation should be included.

· The manuscript reports Df = 107 and n = 107, which is conceptually incorrect.

· Sample characteristics should be presented in a clear tabular format, following APA 7 guidelines.

· In ANCOVA studies, it is essential to provide explicit details of the covariate.

· The manuscript should clarify:

· which variable was treated as the covariate,

· rationale for selecting the covariate,

· descriptive statistics of the covariate across groups,

· confirmation of the homogeneity of regression slopes assumption.

· Without this information, the validity of the ANCOVA results remains questionable.

· The authors correctly note that formal tests of normality are not emphasized, as ANCOVA is robust to violations of normality with adequate sample size.

· However, the manuscript should explicitly state that: normality was assessed through residual diagnostics (e.g., Q–Q plots), the robustness of ANCOVA justifies the analytical approach.
· The field-based photographs and instructional visuals are either missing or inadequately presented.

· Figures and graphs currently lack: clarity, appropriate resolution, readable labels and captions.

· All visuals should be clearly numbered and titled, follow APA 7 formatting guidelines, be referenced explicitly in the text.

· If field-based images are used, ethical considerations and permissions should also be stated.

· The manuscript requires comprehensive formatting revisions to meet APA 7 standards.
· Consistency in terminology, tense, and statistical notation must be ensured throughout the manuscript.
· While the topic is relevant and timely, the manuscript requires substantial revision in terms of theoretical grounding, methodological clarity, statistical reporting, and APA formatting before it can be considered for publication.
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