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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 (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 makes a meaningful contribution to educational evaluation by critically examining the integration of artificial intelligence across summative, formative, value-added, and comprehensive assessments. It combines strong theoretical insight with practical relevance and addresses underexplored ethical and algorithmic challenges. By balancing technological innovation with educational humanism, it offers timely guidance for researchers, educators, and policymakers.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The current title, “The Value, Pitfalls, and Optimization Path of Artificial Intelligence-Enabled Educational Evaluation,” conveys the core themes of the paper; however, its length and structural complexity may compromise clarity and academic precision. To enhance both readability and scholarly tone, a more concise and analytically focused alternative is advisable. For instance, “Artificial Intelligence in Educational Evaluation: Values, Challenges, and Optimization Strategies” offers a streamlined and academically rigorous formulation. Alternatively, “Balancing Innovation and Ethics: AI-Driven Educational Evaluation Frameworks” introduces a critical perspective by explicitly addressing the intersection of technological advancement and ethical accountability within educational evaluation.
	

	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 does a solid job of summarizing the study’s main purpose, key findings, and proposed solutions. That said, organizing it more clearly perhaps by following a structure like ‘problem- intervention- findings- implications’ could make it even more effective.
A few friendly suggestions to refine it further:
· Try removing broad phrases like “in the new era” to keep the tone more scholarly.
· It would help to briefly mention the research methods used, such as a literature review or case study.
· You might also want to tighten the language a bit for smoother readability.
Here are a few specific suggestions:
· Be clear in distinguishing the benefits and risks discussed.
· Even a short note on the methodological approach would add credibility.
· Include a sentence clarifying whether this is a conceptual paper, literature review, or a proposed framework. For example, you could revise the opening to something like:
“This conceptual study explores the dual impacts of artificial intelligence on educational evaluation systems. Drawing on recent literature, it highlights benefits like improved monitoring and personalized feedback, while also addressing concerns such as algorithmic bias and privacy issues...”

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically solid. It shows a strong grasp of how AI is shaping education and offers a well-balanced discussion of both its potential benefits and risks. The use of citations is appropriate and supports the arguments effectively, which are laid out in a clear and logical way. That said, the paper would be even stronger with more clarity around its methodology, especially if it draws on case studies, conceptual models, or a meta-analysis. Including this would help reinforce its scientific credibility and impact.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references overall are solid, credible, recent, and relevant, especially with many sources from 2020 to 2024. It’s great to see important reports from organizations like UNESCO and OECD alongside academic journal articles.
A couple of suggestions to make the reference list even stronger:
· Try to include more empirical studies, such as field trials of AI tools in classroom settings, to balance the current focus on policy and theory.
· If possible, add some of the latest research from 2024 or 2025 published in journals like “Educational Technology Research and Development or Computers & Education” to highlight the newest developments in the field.
	

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

	
The manuscript showcases a strong command of academic English, with rich vocabulary and a formal tone that suits scholarly writing well.
A few minor suggestions to improve clarity and readability:
· Consider simplifying some of the more complex sentences to make the ideas easier to follow.
· Be careful not to overuse terms like “intelligent evaluation” without clearly distinguishing whether you mean AI-driven processes or those informed by human intelligence.
· Adding more subheadings and using bullet points in longer sections, especially in Sections 2.4 and 3.3 could help break up dense text and make it easier to read.

	

	Optional/General comments
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

	






Reviewer details:
Myagmarsuren Orosoo, Mongolia

Created by: DR	              Checked by: PM                                             Approved by: MBM	   	Version: 3 (05-12-2024)	
