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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	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.


	This manuscript offers a detailed and insightful case study of a first-generation Hispanic engineering student’s academic journey, emphasizing the role of Social Cognitive Theory (SCT) and STEM Intervention Programs (SIPs) in promoting persistence. 

It contributes significantly to the growing body of research on underrepresented student populations in STEM and highlights actionable elements of SIPs that promote resilience, self-regulation, and outcome expectations. 

The study is valuable for educators, policymakers, and program designers aiming to support diversity in engineering education
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title “Expectations and Efforts: A Case Study of a First-Generation Engineering Student Dropout” is appropriate. However, to better reflect the manuscript's tone and the participant's eventual return to engineering education, consider a revised title:

Suggested Alternative: Expectations and Efforts: A Case Study of Persistence in a First-Generation Engineering Student
	

	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.


	Yes, the abstract is clear, informative, and provides a concise summary of the research, including methodology, theoretical framework, key findings, and significance. 

No deletions are necessary, but you may consider explicitly stating the SCT constructs (e.g., self-efficacy, observational learning) for clarity.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes. The manuscript is well-structured, methodologically sound, and theoretically grounded in SCT. The case study approach is appropriate for the research question. The application of concept-driven coding enhances the trustworthiness of findings. 

The analysis is detailed and rigorously connected to relevant literature.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the manuscript includes a robust and updated reference list. Key studies on SCT, engineering education, and first-generation student experiences are cited. 

A few sources (e.g., Honicke et al., 2023; Sheu et al., 2022) highlight recent developments in the field, which strengthens the manuscript’s currency and relevance.
	

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


	Yes, the English language and grammar are of high quality. 

The narrative is coherent, scholarly, and well-polished throughout the manuscript.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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