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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 study examines how excessive use of AI tools can lead to academic difficulties. It proposes an intelligent method to identify at-risk students early using behavioral data and academic performance. In addition, the approach helps educators intervene in time and improve students’ academic outcomes. It also emphasizes the importance of responsible AI use and maintaining academic integrity.
	


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
	Rate: 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
	Rate:     4
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rate:   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
	Rate: 3
	

	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
	Rate: 2
	

	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
	Rate: 3
	

	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
	Rate:    3
	

	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
	Rate: 2
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rate: 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
	Rate:  4
	

	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
	Rate:   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
	Rate:   5
	

	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
	Rate: 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
	Rate: 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
	Rate: 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.
	The title of the article is clear and well-aligned with the study’s content, effectively conveying the essence and purpose of the research, although it could be made more engaging and impactful with slight shortening.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	According to the abstract as I have read it carefully, can say that the abstract is comprehensive and credible, covering all the key parts of the study, including the: background, objective, methodology, results, and implications. However, to improve academic quality and readability, it should be made more concise with shorter and more precise sentences. A shorter abstract that focuses only on the main findings and contributions will appear more professional and impactful.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, this manuscript is scientifically valid and well-reasoned. The study employs a rigorous methodology, incorporating advanced machine learning models and multi-source data analysis, and derives its results logically and coherently from the collected data. The interpretation of findings is firmly grounded in empirical evidence, and the conclusions are fully aligned with the data. However, providing a clearer exposition of the study’s limitations, explicitly stating the hypotheses, and detailing data sources and ethical considerations could further enhance the scientific credibility of the paper. Overall, the research demonstrates notable coherence, precision, and scholarly accuracy.
	

	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, the ethical issues in this research are addressed in a general manner but have not been examined in a comprehensive and structured way. Although topics such as: data privacy, academic integrity, and the responsible use of artificial intelligence are mentioned. And the other important details such as: data collection and De-identification procedures, informed consent, data security, algorithmic bias, and the implications of labeling students are not clearly explained. Therefore, to enhance the academic credibility of the study, it is necessary to include a separate and fully developed ethics section.
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