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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 article addresses an important and timely issue in modern educational systems: the impact of blended learning on secondary school students’ achievement in Biology classrooms. Its importance to researchers in science and education lies in its contribution to the growing body of literature showing how technology-supported instruction can improve academic achievement in science education. Furthermore, the manuscript’s specific focus on secondary-level Biology is valuable, as this subject relies heavily on visualization, conceptual understanding, and active student engagement for effective learning. Although the topic has clear practical relevance for teachers, school administrators, and curriculum developers, the manuscript’s overall contribution would be stronger if the research methodology were explained more thoroughly and the statistical evidence were presented more clearly and rigorously.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	        3
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	            3
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	



PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No

The abstract should include the exact research design, a brief statement of the statistical outcome, and a more cautious conclusion. It would also benefit from mentioning the sample size more precisely and acknowledging that the findings are based on one limited context
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The manuscript needs revision to resolve methodological inconsistencies and improve statistical accuracy. The authors should clarify whether the study is randomized or non-equivalent, explain the exact statistical tests used, justify the reported degrees of freedom, and verify the effect size calculations, which appear unusually large. They should also provide clear evidence of instrument validity and reliability, along with fuller detail about the blended learning intervention
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, with minor concerns
The references are generally relevant and include recent literature, but some entries require careful proofreading for formatting accuracy and source quality consistency
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	Yes
The manuscript does not report whether ethical approval was obtained, whether permission was received from the school, or whether informed consent/assent was secured from students and guardians.
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PART 3

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	


This paper addresses a topic of contemporary relevance to both secondary science teachers and educational researchers, and it presents findings that may have practical value. However, I have serious concerns regarding the methodological quality of the study, particularly in relation to reliability (statistical analysis), validity (study design), and ethics (ethical approval and consent procedures). The authors are not consistent in their description of the research design. For example, the abstract describes the study as a pre-test/post-test non-equivalent group design, whereas the methodology section states that students were randomly assigned to two groups of equal size; this inconsistency requires clarification. Furthermore, the statistical analysis requires careful verification, most notably: (i) the within-group pre-test/post-test comparisons reported with df = 58, and (ii) the extremely large reported effect sizes, especially for the experimental group (d = 8.12), which require justification, recalculation, and clearer explanation of the statistical procedures used. Finally, the manuscript does not clearly report ethical approval and consent procedures, and it does not adequately discuss the limitations of the study. Therefore, I believe the manuscript has potential, but it would require major revision before it can be reconsidered for publication. 
	



Reviewer details:
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