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	Author’s Feedback (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.


	The study demonstrates modest practical significance, as it focuses on the AIS and its role in private universities through the processing of financial transactions aimed at preparing financial reports in compliance with government requirements.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	l believed that the study title needs to become:
Factors Affecting the Evaluation of the Efficiency of the AIS and Its Impact on the Quality of Financial Reporting (Study on a Sample of Private Universities in ……)


	

	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 study abstract requires reconsideration, with the need to move away from general statements and provide a concise, focused, and clearly structured summary that accurately reflects the research problem, objectives, methodology, and key findings.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study requires several amendments as indicated in the comments provided by the reviewer.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The scientific references used in the study are adequate and appropriate, with a significant number of recent sources.
	

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


	The language of the study is generally sound and clear.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The researcher is required to address and incorporate all the observations and comments raised by the reviewer .
· it is recommended that the title of the study be revised to:
“Factors Affecting the Evaluation of the Efficiency of the Accounting Information System and Its Impact on the Quality of Financial Reporting ( Study on a Sample of Private Universities in ……)
· The study abstract should be reconsidered and rewritten in a clearer, more structured, and more detailed manner.

· The study hypotheses are not formulated in a clear, specific.

· The research problem lacks clarity and was not articulated.

·  research questions, nor were the research objectives and the significance of the study clearly stated.

· The study makes direct reference to individual questionnaire items, which is unnecessary. Instead, these should be incorporated into a preliminary analysis of respondents’ answers to the questionnaire dimensions, presenting for each item the mean, standard deviation, and coefficient of variation in order to assess the degree of dispersion in the respondents’ responses. This approach is consistent with established scientific research methodologies.

· The study sample is not clearly defined, and the statistical techniques used in the analysis were not specified.

· In the section presenting the results of hypothesis testing, the researcher did not employ appropriate inferential statistical methods such as correlation and regression analysis to test the hypotheses, relying instead on an approach that is largely descriptive.

· Overall, the study is predominantly descriptive in nature, particularly with regard to the testing of its hypotheses.

· There is considerable overlap between the study’s conclusions and recommendations; therefore, the researcher should clearly distinguish between them and give each section appropriate and focused attention.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)       NO

	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	NO
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	NO
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	Here reviewer should declare his/her competing interest. If nothing to declare he/she can write “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer” NO
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Accept As It Is: (>9-10)

Minor Revision: (>8-9)

Major Revision: (>7-8)

Serious Major revision: (>5-7)

Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)

Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
	7.3
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