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	PART 1: Comments

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	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 literature on information overload in higher education, especially in nursing and health sciences education, is expanding, and this publication adds to that body of work. In Ghana, where there is still a dearth of research on digital academic pressures, it offers context-specific qualitative evidence. The results show how information overload affects students' cognitive, emotional, and academic functioning and pinpoint useful coping mechanisms. The study is useful for educators, policymakers, and academics because it has consequences for institutional student support systems, digital communication management, and curriculum
design.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	Yes, the study's focus and scope are appropriately reflected in the title. There is no need for a different title.
	

	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.
	Overall, the abstract is thorough and organized properly. Nonetheless, the following enhancements are recommended:
In the methodology section, briefly describe the data analysis methodology Include a succinct phrase outlining the findings' practical consequences.
Small grammatical corrections are advised.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is sound from a scientific standpoint. The study's goals are in line with the qualitative design, and sufficient representation is guaranteed by purposive sampling at all four academic levels. The description of ethical considerations is appropriate. But:
There might be less repeating of several referenced studies in the discussion section (e.g., repeated quotation of Masrek & Baharuddin, 2023).

To improve the flow between findings and supporting literature, a small amount of structural improvement is required.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references, which include contemporary works from 2021 to 2024, are generally adequate. But:
There are certain references (e.g., Masrek & Baharuddin, 2023; Wang, 2017) that are repeated.

It is important to thoroughly review the reference list to ensure that all formatting is consistent and that duplicates are eliminated.
The paper would be strengthened even more if it included one or two recent empirical research on digital learning fatigue in the health sciences from 2023 to 2025.
	


Review Form 3


Created by: DR
Checked by: PM
Approved by: MBM
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	Although the paper is comprehensible, it needs some minor editing in order to be published in a scholarly journal. Among the problems are:
· Inconsistent use of tenses (present versus past in conversation).
· Small grammatical mistakes.
· Sporadic repetition of sentences.
· Heading formatting errors, such as capitalizing "material and methods."
· It is advised to have your language edited by a professional.
	

	Optional/General comments
	Make section headings consistent (capitalize "Materials and Methods," for example). For consistency, make the table formatting better.
The reference list should be cleared of duplicate citation entries.
Make that the manuscript's citation style is consistent.

Although the work is pertinent and scientifically sound, it has to be polished in terms of language, have redundant references eliminated, and undergo minor structural changes before it can be accepted.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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