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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 is highly valuable to the scientific community because, instead of focusing only on technical novelty, it systematically addresses the ‘translational readiness’ of AI-based interventions. The authors provide a critical and methodical perspective, showing why we cannot rely solely on the short-term, controlled success of social robots or virtual reality environments, and how ignoring pragmatic, teacher-delivered research has blocked these tools from being used in real classrooms. Furthermore, by introducing a three-dimensional framework (technical, contextual, and normative), the paper shifts the focus of future research from purely technical features toward neglected aspects such as ethics, data governance, and long-term sustainability in ordinary schools. Ultimately, this work serves as an academic wake-up call, urging researchers and policymakers to focus on measuring generalizability and economic costs before investing heavily in commercial AI tools.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 (Excellent)

The title is highly accurate and well-chosen because the phrase “From Prototype to Classroom” perfectly captures the paper’s core challenge (the gap between laboratory designs and real-world schools). It also clearly and directly introduces the key variables (effectiveness and translational readiness), the target group (autistic K–12 learners), the technology analyzed (AI interventions), and the research methodology (critical narrative review) without any unnecessary complexity.
	

	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
	5 (Excellent)
The abstract is clear, well-structured, and covers the main parts of the paper, including the aim, method, key findings, and conclusion.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 (Excellent)
The keywords are relevant and useful because they reflect the main themes, population, and research area of the manuscript.
	

	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
	5 (Excellent)
The background is sufficient and well organized. It explains the problem clearly and builds a strong context for the review.
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 (Excellent)
The objectives are clearly stated and easy to follow throughout the paper.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 (Excellent)
The literature review is relevant and directly connected to the main focus of the study.

	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 (Excellent)
The review includes recent and up-to-date studies, which strengthens the value of the paper.
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4(Good)
The search process is explained clearly, but it could be a little more detailed to improve transparency.

	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 (Excellent)
Yes, the paper goes beyond description and provides strong critical analysis of the existing evidence.

	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable

	5 (Excellent)
The paper clearly identifies important research gaps and offers useful directions for future studies.
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 (Excellent)
The conclusions are logical and fully consistent with the evidence discussed in the review.

	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 (Good)
The paper discusses limitations, but this part could be expanded slightly for more balance.

	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	5 (Excellent)
The references appear strong and mainly come from credible and peer-reviewed sources.

	

	14. 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
	5 (Excellent)
The manuscript is written in a clear, professional, and understandable way.

	



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, title is highly suitable as it clearly highlights the main variables, target population, and the core challenge of transitioning from prototypes to classrooms.

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, abstract is well-structured and successfully summarizes the objective, methodology, key findings across three dimensions, and final conclusions.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, scientific logic is sound. The paper accurately points out the methodological flaws in current literature, such as small sample sizes, lack of control groups, and the lack of real-world classroom testing.

The manuscript is timely, well organized, and analytically strong. Its main contribution is that it moves the discussion from technical promise to translational readiness in real school settings. A minor suggestion is to expand the discussion of practical implementation challenges, especially cost, teacher workload, and long-term classroom use, in order to strengthen the applied value of the review.


The manuscript is highly valuable, well-structured, and methodologically sound. It addresses a critical gap by shifting the focus from technical novelty to real-world classroom readiness. The reason for recommending a minor revision rather than an immediate acceptance is that the paper would benefit from a slightly deeper discussion on practical implementation barriers, such as teacher training demands, maintenance costs, and potential classroom workload. Addressing these minor points will significantly enhance the applied value of the paper for educators and policymakers.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, references are up-to-date (covering literature up to mid-2026) and sufficiently cover key studies in both AI technology and implementation science in autism education.

	

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

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

	NO, manuscript is a narrative literature review and does not involve direct human trials or data privacy breaches that would raise ethical concerns.
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