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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 sole focus of this paper is the lack of empirical research on technical geospatial tasks, and the author aims to explore how existing knowledge in a specific field impacts the effectiveness of AI in teaching. In summary, the results of the general use statistics and characteristics of GIS clearly show that the utility of AI for learners, even if they have prior knowledge of GIS skills, is evident. The providence of ai is an improvement on existing skills rather than a substitute. The fourth chapter is very detailed and provides a good appreciation of the 'how to' and 'how not' of preparing a successful learning program and an example of how AI can be utilised in the teaching and learning process. This is the articulation of a stance that enables expert practices to guide instructional practices in all fields.
	


PART  2.1 (Objective Evaluation)
	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	5: The research title is straightforward, focused, and includes the paper scope.
	

	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
	4: The work correctly presents the abstract with problem, method, conclusions, and recommendations, only with a pinch of difficulty.
	

	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: Keywords are provided as well, and they are noticeable, relevant, and efficient in indexing the article.
	

	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
	4: The theoretical framework is sound and informative, and it covers all aspects of the research in a systemic approach from background to arguments.
	

	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 : The purpose of this project is made clear, but out of preferences, these are articulated as questions instead of testable hypotheses.
	

	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 review is soundly theoretical and up-to-date with the use of past preceding studies outlining the concepts in an effective manner.
	

	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
	5: The methodology appears to be in line with the methods for exploratory case research and fits the scope of the study to the fullest extent.
	

	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
	4: The materials review is sufficient, but it could be further strengthened by providing a summary of research ethics.


	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4: Results are Good. The results are clear and appropriate.


	

	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: Well ok. Text with statistics, tables, and text only is appropriate. However, this is weaker use of space.


	

	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
	4: The discussion correlates perfectly with results from earlier works, I liked it.


	

	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
	5: Great! The deductions made are theoretically valid.


	

	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
	4: Yes, the limitations are clearly discussed, including time constraints, single-institution scope, single task, and the lack of a fully time-stamped interaction log.

	

	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: That’s fine. This list of sources is informative enough, but it’s not very suitable for a scientific paper. Research Article.


	

	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
	4:The author of the paper does his/her best to facilitate the understanding of the content.
	


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, the headline is just fine.

It is easy to understand and goes well in line with the study objectives.


	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

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

All necessary information is presented in this abstract including; the background, significance, methodology, key findings, and implications.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, in the broadest sense, the article is appropriate from a scientific perspective.

The goals regard the subject under consideration, their methods of investigation and the findings are in concordance with them.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the references are enough and up-to-date.

All the references are to the point and with a number of them in the updated list.


	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	Major ethical problems are not visible in the document.

It contains the details concerning the setting and grouping but there is no specific ethics statement. It would be a good idea to add at least a summary ethical note.
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