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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 offers meaningful value to the scientific and educational research community because it provides empirical evidence for a scalable, data-driven personalised learning model embedded within real university STEM courses. Unlike many purely theoretical or technology-driven approaches, the GPL model demonstrates practical effectiveness through statistically robust analyses across two academic years and two engineering modules. The work contributes to the growing demand for evidence-based, student-centred pedagogies and provides a validated framework that institutions can adopt without major structural disruption. Therefore, this study supports both pedagogical innovation and institutional scalability within STEM higher education.
	

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

	The title is somewhat suitable, but it could be presented in a better form.

Evaluating a Guided Personalised Learning Framework for Undergraduate Engineering Education: A Data-Driven Empirical Study
	

	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 generally clear, comprehensive, and aligned with the manuscript. It outlines the purpose, the model used, the methodology, and the main findings.
However, the abstract can be strengthened by:
· Explicitly stating that both within-cohort and inter-cohort comparisons were used.
· Briefly mentioning the qualitative student feedback as part of the mixed-method approach.
· Adding one sentence that highlights broader implications for scalable personalised learning in STEM.
These additions would give the reader a more complete snapshot of the study.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound.
The study design is clearly structured, the statistical methods applied (F-tests and Welch t-tests) are appropriate, and the results are presented with transparency. The discussion effectively connects the findings to existing pedagogical theories, and the limitations are acknowledged. The combination of quantitative and qualitative data strengthens the validity of the conclusions.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	Yes, the references are generally sufficient, relevant, and include numerous works from 2020–2024, which ensures contemporary coverage.
They effectively support the pedagogical, theoretical, and technological foundations of the study.
	

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

	Yes, the manuscript is written in clear, professional, and academically appropriate English.
The structure is logical, terminology is used consistently, and the tone fits a peer-reviewed scholarly article. Only minor stylistic improvements could further refine flow, but overall the manuscript meets publication standards.


	

	Optional/General comments

	



	









	PART  2: 


	
	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)
No, there are no ethical issues in this manuscript
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