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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 (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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.

	
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative 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.

	
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	
	

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

	




	

	Optional/General comments

	The manuscript tackles a timely and important intersection: AI and inclusive education. However, assertions are often offered without evidence, methodological descriptions are superficial, and many claims merely restate positions already well documented in the literature. To meet the rigor expected of a peer-reviewed systematic review, the paper requires substantial restructuring and a stronger scholarly evaluation of the literature. Clarifying the methodology, sharpening the analytical lens, and eliminating redundancy will significantly enhance its scholarly contribution.

Below are the specific major and minor issues I flagged in my review, exactly as they relate to the manuscript. I have added a brief clarifying note for each so the author can see why it matters and how to fix it. 
Major issues
	#
	Issue
	Rationale & suggestions

	1
	Methodological opacity
	The manuscript states it followed PRISMA, but no flow diagram, search string, screening criteria, inclusion/exclusion logic, or quality‑assessment procedure is reported. Provide the full PRISMA checklist, a flow chart, and a table summarizing the final corpus of studies (authors, year, design, region, key findings). Redesign the study as a systematic review. Register a protocol (e.g., on OSF), search strings, time window, and language filters. Report inter‑rater reliability for screening.

	2
	Duplicated & unfocused research questions
	The five research questions listed are largely redundant (What precisely is inclusion? … Is there value and merit in inclusive education?”). Consolidate them into one or two clear, answerable questions e.g., “What empirical evidence exists on the impact of AI tools on inclusive‑education outcomes?”.

	3
	Narrative rather than analytic synthesis
	The results section paraphrases advantages and challenges without any organized framework (e.g., techno-economic, pedagogical, ethical). Adopt a coding scheme or analytical lens (Universal Design for Learning (UDL), CAST’s Multiple Means, UNESCO’s inclusion dimensions) to move beyond description.

	4
	Absence of critical appraisal of sources
	Many cited claims are policy statements or conceptual pieces rather than empirical studies. Distinguish between evidence levels (experimental, quasi-experimental, survey, expert opinion) and discuss the strength of evidence accordingly. For instance, in the introduction, this statement: “AI is widely utilized and considered a powerful tool to facilitate and enhance teaching and learning.” (Becker et al. 2018), this is from the NMC Horizon Report, according to the reference provided, and the evidence level of this paper is (Technology forecast/expert opinion). NMC Horizon Reports synthesize trends; they do not report primary data.  Also, in the literature review this statement: “UNESCO (2023) conjectured that inclusion is significant because it values and appreciates every student” appeals as a Policy / advocacy statement in A global policy brief; no empirical methodology. “Kelly et al. 2023 believed that it is very contentious and complex to define AI in the academic sphere.” Kelly paper is a review of definitions/acceptance factors, not primary intervention data. 
There are several others

	5
	Over-reliance on secondary assertions
	Several sweeping statements lack in-text citations or derive from very early literature (e.g., Bransford 2000). Ensure every factual claim is referenced and privileged work from September 2023 to March 2024 window to substantiate the “emerging” narrative and your claims. 

	6
	Results vs. discussion conflation
	Large parts of the “Results” section slide into discussion and recommendations. Separate descriptive findings (what the reviewed studies reported) from interpretive commentary (why these matters, gaps, future work).

	7
	Contribution to knowledge unclear
	The manuscript notes “very few studies explicitly examined the impact that AI has on inclusive education,” yet cites numerous works that do precisely this. Clarify what gap remains and how this paper fills it for instance, by mapping the intersection of AI sub‑fields (LLMs, predictive analytics, robotics) with inclusive‑education dimensions (access, participation, learning outcomes).





	 # 
	 Minor issue 
	 Clarification/example 

	 1 
	Language & style
	Repetition (“inclusive education is significant but also demanding” appears twice), run-on sentences, and tense shifts. A careful copy‑edit will improve flow and readability.

	2
	Lack of organizing tables/figures
	The narrative is dense; at least one table summarizing reviewed studies or a conceptual diagram would aid comprehension.

	 3 
	Temporal/tense inconsistency
	Literature is sometimes discussed in the present tense (“Kelly et al. believed…”) and sometimes past tense; keep the past tense for prior work, present for accepted facts.



	



	PART  2: 


	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the 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 detail)
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