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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 manuscript offers a highly relevant and timely contribution to the scientific community, particularly on the intersection between allied health education and AI. Amidst the current massive trend of technological disruption, literature specifically highlighting the readiness and attitudes of Radiology Technology students (a profession that will interact closely with AI-based medical image diagnostic systems in the future) remains relatively limited. The findings of this study, particularly in highlighting the significant gap between the high intensity of daily AI use by students and the minimal formal orientation or training from institutions, provide a crucial empirical foundation. Ultimately, this study not only enriches the literature related to the application of the Technology Acceptance Model in developing countries but also serves as a crucial wake-up call for medical curriculum developers to immediately develop structured, ethical, and relevant guidelines for AI integration into clinical practice.
	





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
	5 (Excellent)
	

	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 (Good)
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 (Satisfactory)
	

	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 (Good)
	

	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
	5 (Excellent)
	

	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 (Good)
	

	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 (Excellent)
	

	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 (Good)
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 (Good)
	

	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
	4 (Good)
	

	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
	5 (Excellent)
	

	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 (Excellent)
	

	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 (Good)
	

	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
	5 (Excellent)
	

	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 (Satisfactory)
	





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 title is concise, highly specific, and accurately reflects the core variables and the specific population being studied. It requires no changes.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO. 
While the abstract includes all standard subheadings (Objectives, Methods, Results, Conclusion), the "Conclusion" section within the abstract needs revision. Currently, the first sentence of the abstract's conclusion highlights demographic trivia ("The study found that most respondents were first-year students..."). This does not belong in the conclusion. Suggestion for improvement: Remove the demographic summary from the conclusion portion of the abstract. Dedicate that space entirely to the broader implications of the correlation between positive attitudes and AI utilization in academic settings.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. 
The methodology and statistical approaches are sound. The researchers correctly identified that survey-based Likert-scale data often violates normality assumptions. By executing Kolmogorov-Smirnov and Shapiro-Wilk tests and subsequently choosing the non-parametric Spearman rho for correlation, the authors demonstrated scientific rigor. The integration of the Technology Acceptance Model as the theoretical framework is also highly appropriate for this inquiry
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. 
The bibliography is excellent. Given the rapid evolution of Artificial Intelligence, relying on outdated literature is a common pitfall. The authors have successfully avoided this by incorporating an impressive number of highly recent citations from 2024 and 2025. The volume and quality of the references are more than sufficient.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	NO. 
There are no apparent ethical violations in the study design or reporting. The authors explicitly confirm that informed consent was obtained from the participants and mention that the standard criteria for this consent were met (referenced in Appendix A). Furthermore, their decision to provide internet hotspots to students with connectivity issues demonstrates ethical consideration for participant accessibility, rather than an ethical breach.
	




PART 6

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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	

Overall, the study addresses a highly timely and relevant topic, the intersection of allied health education and artificial intelligence. The authors have constructed a scientifically sound paper with a solid methodological foundation. Their use of the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM), appropriate sampling techniques, and correct application of non-parametric statistical tests demonstrates good academic rigor. Furthermore, their bibliography is exceptionally current, which is crucial for a fast-moving topic like AI. However, the manuscript currently falls short in its presentation. The writing requires significant professional copyediting. There are numerous grammatical errors, awkward sentence structures, and phrasing issues that occasionally disrupt the readability and detract from the paper's overall scholarly tone. Additionally, the abstract requires minor restructuring, as the conclusion currently focuses on demographic trivia rather than the primary implications of the study.

Recommendation: I believe this manuscript has substantial merit and is ultimately worthy of publication in your journal. I recommend an Acceptance with Minor to Moderate Revisions. The authors should be strongly advised to utilize a professional English proofreading service to polish the manuscript prior to final acceptance. The scientific core of the paper is strong; it simply needs its language refined to match that quality.
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