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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.


	In this work, Author conducted on “Integration of Quantum Computing with Artificial Intelligence: A Systematic Review”, an interesting work with novelty. The manuscript was also well-prepared. Therefore, I recommend acceptance after addressing the following minor issues.

· There are numerous blank areas in the paper. Examine and revise everything.

· A number of references in the main text are absent from the reference list; please verify all of them.

· Please indicate when you used the acronym for the first time.

· The figure captions need to be considerably more informative; the authors have arbitrarily utilized uppercase letters for some well-known words.

· In accordance with APA guidelines, the reference list's format must be changed.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes
	

	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.


	Content is enough
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are up-to-date and relevant, covering both initial works and the latest developments.


	

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


	The manuscript contains a minimum number of "Tense and Grammar" faults. Consequently, careful editing is required to correct the English language.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· Accept with Minor Revisions

· Revisions should focus on conciseness, quantitative evidence integration, and clearer future roadmap.
· Relevance and Originality
· The study tackles a topical and significant area of research at the nexus of AI and quantum computing.

· With coverage through 2025, it offers an extensive overview of algorithmic foundations, frameworks, applications, and difficulties.

·  One strength that distinguishes this review from earlier surveys is the inclusion of both QC-for-AI and AI-for-QC viewpoints.

· Methodological Rigor
· Transparency in study selection is ensured by the application of PRISMA principles.

· A detailed description of the structured database search and inclusion/exclusion criteria is provided.

· Nonetheless, the presentation of quantitative information (number of records obtained, filtered, final set) could enhance the paper.

· Content Quality
· The two primary algorithmic paradigms—quantum kernels and variational quantum circuits (QNNs)—are successfully distinguished in the review.

·  It recognizes real-world issues including noise, empty plateaus, and bottlenecks in data loading.

· The discussion of the ecosystem, which includes Qiskit ML, Cirq+TFQ, PennyLane, AWS Braket, and NVIDIA CUDA-Q, is organized and beneficial for practitioners.

· Clarity and Structure
· In overall, the manuscript is coherently structured and well-written.

· Condensation would make several sections (like the Introduction and Discussion)   

·  Easier to read because they are excessively long and often repetitive.

· Future Directions and Conclusions
· The paper correctly highlights that the way forward is to co-design hardware, algorithms, and data embeddings.

· The conclusion is reasonable: domain-specific gains will be seen in the near future, with broader ML benefits requiring hardware and noise reduction advancements.

· References
· References are up-to-date and relevant, covering both foundational works and the latest developments.

· Where possible, arXiv citations should be replaced with final published versions.

· Overall Evaluation

· Strengths: Comprehensive coverage, balanced analysis, methodological rigor, practical relevance.

· Weaknesses: Lengthy narrative in parts, lack of quantitative synthesis, limited roadmap for future research.
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