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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 tackles a critical and underexplored intersection of disability rights and disaster risk reduction. It highlights that persons with disabilities (PWDs) constitute a disproportionately vulnerable group in disasters – for example, literature shows they are “two to four times more vulnerable to injury or death” compared to others. By analysing systemic policy failures and barriers across diverse contexts (including Ghana, the USA, and Australia), the study provides valuable insights into why these vulnerabilities persist. The work’s integration of the social model of disability, human-rights, and intersectionality frameworks offers a novel lens for understanding disaster inclusion, bridging theory and practice. Its findings—calling for inclusive strategies aligned with international agendas like the Sendai Framework and the SDGs—are timely and relevant, contributing actionable knowledge for scholars and policymakers dedicated to “leaving no one behind” in disaster resilience.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title accurately signals a focus on policy and disability in disasters, but the phrasing is somewhat unclear. The term “Policy Framework Lens” is unusual and may confuse readers. A more precise title could emphasize the study’s content and approach. For example:

· “Inclusive Disaster Risk Policy Framework for Persons with Disabilities”
· “A Rights-Based Policy Framework for Disability-Inclusive Disaster Management”
These alternatives clearly convey the topic (inclusive policy for PWDs in disasters) and hint at the theoretical orientation (rights-based approach). 
	

	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.


	The abstract is detailed and covers key elements (aims, design, methodology, conclusions). It effectively summarizes the study’s purpose (examining PWD vulnerability in disasters) and its multi-dimensional approach. The main findings and recommendations are also well stated (e.g., need for integrated policies, training, accessible infrastructure). Some Suggestions for improvement:

· The abstract is lengthy. The authors could merge the “Study Design” and “Methodology” sections into a single, more concise description to avoid redundancy.

· Mentioning specific outcomes (e.g. number of cases reviewed or the seven core themes) could strengthen transparency. For example, noting how many case studies or reports were analyzed would give a clearer picture of the evidence base.

· The abstract sometimes reads like segmented bullet points. Rewriting in complete prose (while retaining key headings internally) may improve readability. For instance, combine related sentences or use transition phrases.

Overall, the abstract is comprehensive and informative. With minor editing for clarity and brevity, it will effectively summarize the manuscript.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and methodologically robust. The authors clearly state their research question and use a systematic review approach based on PRISMA guidelines. The search strategy and inclusion criteria are well-defined, and they review a diverse set of studies (ultimately 19) to support their analysis. The use of Braun and Clarke’s thematic analysis framework ensures a rigorous, qualitative synthesis of the data.

The arguments throughout are logically derived from the literature: evidence is consistently cited (e.g. Fox et al. 2007 on the absence of disability protocols, Engelman et al. 2013 on training gaps) and linked to policy implications. The integration of theory (social model, rights-based and intersectionality perspectives) strengthens the interpretation of findings. The conclusion cogently summarizes how PWDs’ vulnerabilities are structurally produced and offers practical recommendations (harmonizing laws, mandating accessible infrastructure, inclusive communication, etc.) that follow from the analysis.

There are no major technical errors. The methods are appropriate for a review study, and conclusions are supported by evidence. One minor suggestion is for the authors to explicitly acknowledge limitations (for example, the focus on English-language sources or the limited number of case studies) to contextualize the findings. However, overall, the research design and analysis are correct and credible.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is extensive and generally up-to-date. It includes seminal works (e.g. CRPD 2006, Sendai Framework 2015) and recent studies (several from 2022–2024) that cover both high-income and low-income contexts. For example, it cites Palenewen (2024) and Shila et al. (2024) on recent scoping reviews of PWDs in disasters. The references cover theoretical models, empirical surveys, and policy analyses across multiple disciplines, which is appropriate for this interdisciplinary topic.

Possible enhancements:

· Regional Scope: Since the journal is focused on Asia, adding more literature specific to Asia-Pacific could enrich the context. For instance, disability-inclusive DRR reports or case studies from South or Southeast Asia (e.g. reviews of country policies) would be relevant.

· Recent Policy Analyses: A few recent policy-oriented publications (e.g. by UN agencies, NGOs, or academic reviews on DiDRR frameworks) might be included if available, to ensure global policy developments are fully represented.


	

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


	The manuscript is written in a generally clear and professional scholarly tone. Most sentences are well-constructed and the terminology is appropriate for an academic audience. A few language issues should be addressed to improve readability:

· There are some minor grammatical errors and awkward phrasings. For example, “forced inclusion” should read “force inclusion,” and “absolutely change of worldview” should be “an absolute change of worldview.” Complex sentences could be broken up or clarified.

· Abbreviations like “PWD” are defined, but the text sometimes alternates between full terms and acronyms. Choose one style (preferably “persons with disabilities (PWDs)” on first use and “PWDs” thereafter) for consistency.

· A few passages are long and could be streamlined. For instance, the conclusion’s list of recommendations is valuable but might be more readable if formatted into sub-paragraphs or bullets (especially for the online version). 

Addressing these minor issues will enhance clarity and ensure the arguments are conveyed as intended.


	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is well-structured, with logical flow from introduction to theory, methods, results, and conclusions. The use of tables to summarize themes (Tables 1 and 2) aids comprehension. Ensure that all figures/tables have clear captions and are referenced in the text. The focus on Ghana alongside the USA and Australia provides an interesting comparison between LMIC and high-income contexts. The authors might briefly discuss applicability to other regions (e.g., Asia) given the journal’s scope, if space allows. The effort to integrate multiple frameworks (social model, rights-based, intersectionality) is commendable and well-justified. This strengthens the manuscript’s contribution to theory.

This is a strong, well-researched manuscript with significant relevance to inclusive disaster management. It should be accepted pending minor revisions to improve wording, tighten the abstract, and consider the title rephrasing suggested above. These changes will polish the presentation without requiring substantial additional research. The study’s contributions merit publication in the Asian Journal of Education and Social Studies after these edits.
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