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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 provides valuable insights into parental perceptions of the National Education Policy 2020's inclusive education provisions, a critical stakeholder perspective often underrepresented in policy analysis. By systematically identifying gaps between policy intent and practical implementation—such as concerns over assistive technology, resource centres, and financial support—the study offers actionable evidence for policymakers and educators. Furthermore, the qualitative depth of the parental suggestions provides a roadmap for researchers and policymakers to refine inclusive practices, ensuring they move beyond "same opportunities" to "equitable opportunities". Finally, the study contributes to the global discourse on inclusive education by highlighting how cultural and regional contexts, such as those in West Bengal, influence the acceptance and effectiveness of international inclusion standards.
	






PART  2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

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

	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
	4
	

	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
	

	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
	4
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	15. 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
	4
	






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 – The title is highly suitable as it clearly identifies the three core pillars of the research: the target group (parents), the subject matter (recommendations of NEP 2020 on inclusion of differently abled students), and the academic level (secondary school). It accurately reflects the content and scope of the investigation
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES – The abstract concisely presents the purpose, methodology, key findings, and implications, providing a complete overview of the study.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES – The study employs an appropriate methodology, presents data accurately, and draws conclusions consistent with the findings. The research design, data collection through structured interviews, and analytical approach are sound.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES – The reference list includes a balanced mix of foundational texts and contemporary sources, with several from 2018–2023. 
	



	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
This manuscript addresses a timely and important topic, capturing parental perspectives on NEP 2020's inclusive education provisions—a stakeholder group whose voice is often underrepresented in policy implementation research. The study is methodologically sound, with clear alignment between objectives, data collection, and analysis. While the findings are insightful, I would like to bring the following points to the Editor’s attention:

1. Methodological Strength vs. Scale: The study utilizes a relatively small sample size (n=33). While this is acceptable for a qualitative descriptive survey focused on a specific district (Nadia), it  should be noted that the findings represent localized parental perceptions and may not be generalizable to the national level without further large-scale quantitative validation.

2. Writing clarity: Some sentences are overly long and would benefit from editing for conciseness and improved readability. Example: 
Page 1, lines 5–9 (Abstract)
"In particular, the study was meant to assess the magnitude of parental satisfaction with such recommendations, and to explore the parental suggestions on these recommendations to ensure the effective implementation of inclusive education for the differently abled students at the secondary schools."
Page 3, lines 15–19 (Introduction)
"The current study will seek to determine how parents who are aware of such recommendations view them and whether they consider the policy provisions to be effective in facilitating the inclusion of the differently abled students at the secondary school level."
Page 15, lines 8–12 (Discussion)
"The observation that parents, to a significant extent, seemingly seem to be advocating on teacher training in inclusive education is also affirmed by past studies (Avramidis & Norwich, 2002; Sharma et al., 2012; Florian, 2014; Forlin, 2010)." Etc.

3. Reference updates: A few more recent studies (2022–2025) on NEP 2020 implementation outcomes would strengthen the literature review.

Category: Minor Revision
The manuscript presents a timely and relevant investigation into parental perceptions of NEP 2020's inclusive education provisions, employing a sound methodology and providing valuable qualitative insights. The findings offer practical implications for policymakers and educators. Minor revisions—such as adding a dedicated limitations section, explicitly addressing ethical considerations, and minor copyediting for sentence clarity—would further strengthen the manuscript for publication.






	








	[bookmark: _Hlk156057883]PART  3: 


	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (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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