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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 manuscript is important for the scientific community as it addresses an emerging and underexplored challenge in AI enhanced education: the potential academic risks associated with excessive reliance on generative AI tools. By integrating AI usage behavior with traditional academic indicators, the study extends existing learning analytics and educational data mining research toward capturing behavioral precursors of academic risk rather than relying solely on outcome-based metrics. The proposed machine learning framework provides a timely, data-driven approach for early detection and intervention, which is particularly valuable for institutions seeking to balance the pedagogical benefits of AI with academic integrity and student development. Overall, the work contributes novel empirical insights and a scalable conceptual model that can inform future research, policy discussions, and the responsible deployment of AI in educational settings.
	


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
The title is clear, specific, and well aligned with the study’s objectives, methods, and scope. It accurately conveys the use of machine learning, the focus on academic risk detection, and the novel emphasis on excessive AI tool usage as a behavioral factor. The wording is precise and informative, allowing readers to immediately understand both the problem domain and the methodological approach, which makes it appropriate and effective for a scientific audience.


	

	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
The abstract is comprehensive and clearly summarizes the study’s objectives, methodology, key features, and main findings. It effectively communicates the significance of machine learning for detecting academic risk related to excessive AI tool usage and reports relevant performance metrics. However, the abstract is presented in multiple paragraphs, whereas most journals require a single consolidated paragraph, and restructuring it accordingly would improve its compliance with standard academic publishing conventions without altering its content quality.


	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The keywords are appropriate, well chosen, and highly relevant to the scope and focus of the study. They effectively capture the core themes of the manuscript, including artificial intelligence in education, machine learning, academic risk detection, learning analytics, and student behavior. Moreover, the inclusion of both methodological terms (e.g., Random Forest, Predictive Analytics, Educational Data Mining) and application-oriented concepts (e.g., AI Tool Usage, Academic Integrity, At-Risk Students) enhances the visibility and discoverability of the article for a broad scientific audience.
	

	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
	3
The background information is generally sufficient and gives a clear overview of AI use in education, academic risk, and the role of machine learning. It clearly explains both the benefits of AI tools and the concerns around overuse and academic integrity, which helps justify the study. However, some ideas are repeated across sections, and the flow could be improved by organizing the content more tightly. The paper would benefit from stating more clearly, at an earlier stage, how focusing on excessive AI tool usage adds something new beyond existing studies on student performance and engagement.
	

	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 

The research objectives are generally clear and can be inferred from the problem statement and the overall structure of the paper, particularly the aim to use machine learning to detect academic risk linked to excessive AI tool usage. The study consistently focuses on identifying behavioral indicators and evaluating predictive models, which helps clarify its intent. However, the objectives and hypotheses are not explicitly stated in a dedicated section, which slightly reduces clarity. Clearly listing the research objectives or hypotheses in a concise, explicit manner would improve focus and guide readers more effectively through the study.
	

	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
The literature effectively supports the study’s motivation and clearly situates it within contemporary research trends.
	

	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
	3
The methodology would be stronger if it briefly explained the data source and how risk labels were defined, to improve clarity and reproducibility.
	

	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
	3
The ethical considerations are not addressed explicitly within the methodology, such as data privacy, consent, anonymization, or institutional approval. A brief, dedicated discussion on how student data were handled ethically would strengthen this aspect of the study and align it better with research ethics standards.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
The clarity could be further improved by briefly stating the dataset size and explicitly linking each key result back to the research objectives.


	

	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
The paper would benefit from adding at least one figure (such as a framework diagram or feature importance plot) to improve visual clarity and reader engagement.


	

	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
The discussion could be strengthened by more directly comparing the model’s performance and results with specific outcomes from closely related studies.


	

	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
The claims would be stronger if the authors more clearly acknowledged data limitations and the associative (rather than causal) nature of the results.


	

	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
	2
The limitations of the study are only partially discussed. While the paper acknowledges that the findings are based on associative patterns rather than causal relationships, it does not clearly outline other key limitations such as dataset size, potential bias in AI usage data, or issues related to generalizability across institutions. A short, explicit limitations section would improve transparency and help readers better assess the scope and applicability of the results.


	

	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
The references cited in the manuscript are relevant and generally appropriate to the topic, covering key area such as AI in education, machine learning, academic risk prediction, and ethical consideration. Most sources are recent and support the arguments made in the paper. However, given the breadth of the topic and the strong empirical claims, the number of references should be increased to better reflect the rapidly growing body of work in generative AI, learning analytics, and student behavior analysis. Expanding the reference list would strengthen the theoretical grounding, improve scholarly depth, and enhance the manuscript’s credibility.


	

	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
The manuscript is written in clear and generally understandable language, and the main ideas, methods, and findings are communicated effectively. The flow of the paper is logical, and technical terms are used appropriately for an academic audience. However, some sentences are overly long and dense, which occasionally reduces readability. Minor language editing and simplification in certain sections would further improve clarity and make the manuscript more accessible to a wider readership.


	


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 be rewritten as a single, unified paragraph to meet standard academic writing conventions, while keeping all key elements (aim, methodology, results, and implications) concise and integrated.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

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

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No.
Number of references should be increased.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	No
	


PART  3
	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from book editorial office and editors):



	
	Author’s Feedback

	The manuscript demonstrates strong scientific merit, a timely and relevant topic, appropriate methodology, and clear results. However, minor improvements are needed—particularly in abstract formatting, ethical clarity, reference expansion, and presentation—to fully meet publication standards. With these refinements, the manuscript would be suitable for acceptance.
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