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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.

	This manuscript holds significant value for the scientific community as it consolidates current evidence and practical approaches related to Respiratory Muscle Training (RMT), a growing area of interest in both clinical and sports science. 
By connecting physiological foundations with real-world applications, it serves as a comprehensive resource for researchers, clinicians, and exercise professionals who aim to enhance respiratory efficiency and functional performance. 
The review addresses gaps in understanding the scope, safety, and effectiveness of various RMT protocols, guiding future research and promoting evidence-based practice. Its interdisciplinary relevance supports the broader integration of RMT in rehabilitation, athletic training, and preventive healthcare strategies.

	

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

	Yes, but it could be improved to enhance clarity, specificity, and academic appeal
	

	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 provides a solid overview of Respiratory Muscle Training (RMT), including its types, indications, training protocols, and available devices. 
But, it lacks a clear statement of purpose.
To enhance its comprehensiveness, it is recommended to start the abstract with a concise objective of the review, followed by a brief mention of the methodology used for selecting and analysing the literature. 
Also, the section could benefit from summarising the major outcomes, clinical implications, or applications of RMT in both medical and athletic contexts. 
Moreover, some detailed technical information about devices and load adjustments could be shortened or shifted to the main text to maintain clarity and focus in the abstract
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	The manuscript is generally scientifically accurate but, some areas could be expanded or clarified. For example, the distinction between Inspiratory Muscle Training (IMT) and Expiratory Muscle Training (EMT) could be explained in greater detail, including their specific physiological effects. 
While the manuscript mentions various conditions that benefit from Respiratory Muscle Training (RMT), it could be strengthened by including clinical evidence on the efficacy of RMT in treating these conditions.
 Additionally, it would be beneficial to provide more information about the nonlinear device and its advantages over the threshold device. Also, the section on pressure-measuring devices should address potential limitations and evaluate their reliability across different populations.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The references in the manuscript are generally relevant and comprehensive, but there is room for improvement regarding coverage and timeliness. Some studies cited are relatively old (e.g., from 2005 to 2008) and may not fully capture the latest advancements in Respiratory Muscle Training (RMT). While these older references provide foundational knowledge, they may not apply to current methodologies, equipment, and emerging application areas in RMT.
The manuscript could benefit from incorporating studies on newer devices and technologies used in RMT, as this field constantly evolves.
Recent studies could explore more thoroughly areas such as the impact of RMT on special populations, including individuals with chronic illnesses or athletes. 
Including these references would ensure that the manuscript reflects current scientific understanding and addresses the latest developments in the field
	

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

	The language and quality of the article are generally appropriate for scholarly communication, but some areas could be improved.
Some sentences are awkward or unclear, which may affect the clarity and flow of the manuscript. 
While using technical terms is suitable mainly, there are instances where definitions or elaborations could enhance readability for a broader scientific audience.
Certain sections could benefit from smoother transitions between ideas and clearer sentence structures to improve overall readability. Also, minor grammatical errors and inconsistencies should be addressed. 
Overall, with some revisions to enhance clarity and coherence, the manuscript will be well-suited for scholarly publication.
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	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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