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PART 1
	
	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.
	The manuscript is very important to the scientific community since it will add to the body of evidence in the physical therapy and rehabilitation sciences. It has robust insights with clinically relevant issues and offers a chance to examine effective therapeutic interventions that can be beneficial to patients and functional outcomes. The research also contributes to the reduction of the knowledge gap between the theory and practice to facilitate evidence-based clinical practice. Moreover, its results can be seen as a basis of the upcoming research that will promote the innovation and exploration of the area.
	


PART  2
	

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The title is clear, relevant, and reflects the core focus of the study. It effectively conveys the key variables and the target population, making it understandable for readers and researchers. However, it could be slightly refined for brevity and precision to enhance its impact and readability.


	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The abstract adequately summarizes the key components of the study, including the background, objectives, methodology, and main findings. It provides a clear overview that allows readers to understand the purpose and significance of the research. However, minor improvements in clarity, structure, or inclusion of specific results could further enhance its comprehensiveness.

	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating =Good

The key words summarizes the key  of the study, including the background, objectives, methodology, and main findings. It provides a clear overview that allows readers to understand the purpose and significance of the research. However, minor improvements in clarity, structure, or inclusion of specific results could further enhance its comprehensiveness.


	

	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
	The Background  determine  the key components of the study, including the background, objectives, methodology, and main findings. It provides a clear overview that allows readers to understand the purpose and significance of the research. However, minor improvements in clarity, structure, or inclusion of specific results could further enhance its comprehensiveness.
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The objectives are clearly stated, well-defined, and directly aligned with the research problem. They provide a precise direction for the study and help in understanding the intended outcomes effectively.

	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = GoodThe literature review is relevant to the topic and includes appropriate studies that support the research context. It helps in establishing the background and rationale of the study. However, it could be further strengthened by incorporating more recent references and deeper critical analysis of existing literature.


	

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good

The literature review is relevant to the topic and includes appropriate studies that support the research context. It helps in establishing the background and rationale of the study. However, it could be further strengthened by incorporating more recent references and deeper critical analysis of existing literature.


	

	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
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory

The literature search methodology is mentioned but lacks detailed explanation regarding databases used, search strategies, inclusion/exclusion criteria, and selection process. Providing a more structured and transparent description would improve reproducibility and strengthen the scientific rigor of the manuscript.


	

	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
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory
The manuscript includes a basic level of critical analysis of the literature; however, it is somewhat descriptive rather than analytical. While relevant studies are presented, a deeper comparison, evaluation of strengths and limitations, and synthesis of findings would strengthen the overall critical perspective.

	

	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
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory
The manuscript identifies some research gaps and suggests future directions; however, these are not explored in sufficient depth. A more detailed and specific outline of gaps in existing literature and clear, actionable recommendations for future research would enhance the overall contribution of the study.

	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
The conclusions are logically derived from the study findings and are consistent with the objectives and results presented. They effectively summarize the key outcomes of the research. However, a slightly more critical interpretation and discussion of implications could further strengthen the conclusion.

	

	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
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory
The limitations of the paper are mentioned but not discussed in sufficient depth. While some constraints are acknowledged, a more detailed explanation of potential biases, sample limitations, and methodological restrictions would improve transparency and strengthen the credibility of the study.

	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The references are primarily sourced from peer-reviewed and authentic journals, supporting the credibility of the manuscript. They are relevant to the study topic and help in strengthening the scientific basis of the work. However, inclusion of more recent and high-impact studies could further enhance the overall quality.

	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The manuscript is written in clear and understandable language, making it accessible to readers. The overall flow and structure are coherent, allowing the content to be followed easily. Minor improvements in grammar, sentence structure, and conciseness could further enhance readability and professionalism.
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	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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Kanchan Kholiya, Teerthanker Mahaveer University, India
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