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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.
	The paper addresses a highly relevant, critical, and timely topic. Investigating Computational Thinking (CT) proficiency among Indian secondary students is highly valuable, especially given the alignment with the National Education Policy (NEP) 2020 and the upcoming CBSE CT and AI Curriculum Framework (2026–27). The paper is well-structured conceptually, but it requires critical methodological, statistical, and editorial corrections before it can be considered for publication.
	



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
	3
	


Review Form (Research)
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	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
	5
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	



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?
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	NO, the study utilizes a sample size of only 30 students (1 intact classroom). For a descriptive survey design aiming to analyze demographic distributions (gender and age), this sample size is statistically insufficient to make generalized claims about Indian secondary school students.
Recommendation: The authors must downscale the scope of their claims. The title and narrative should be reframed as a "Pilot Study" or a "Preliminary Case Study." Alternatively, the authors should state this small sample size explicitly as a major limitation of the study in the discussion section.
Inconsistency in Instrument Item Count
There is a confusing contradiction regarding the length of the tool used:
In the Abstract: "...using a standardized 35-item Computational Thinking Test (CTT)..."
In the Abstract (later sentence) and Methodology: "...consists of 40 items..."
Recommendation: The authors must verify the exact number of items in their instrument and ensure consistency across the abstract, methodology, and results sections.
Age Group Sample Imbalance
In Table 5, the 15-year-old age bracket contains only 5 students, compared to 13 students (13 years old) and 12 students (14 years old). Drawing conclusions about a "developmental trend" based on a sample of 5 individuals is statistically fragile.
Recommendation: Acknowledge this severe imbalance as a study limitation, or consider removing the age-wise breakdown if additional data cannot be collected.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent?
(YES or NO)
If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
	

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

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	YES,
Several typos need to be corrected for professional academic phrasing:
Section 1.1: "...the ability to crate step by step..." rightarrow change to create.
Section 3.1: "...consists of stamen questions..." rightarrow change to statement
	



	
	or test questions.
Section 3.3: "...results reveled that..." rightarrow change to revealed.
Section 7.0: "...secondary level students ae remains at..." rightarrow change to remain or are remaining.
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