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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 addresses an increasingly important area in contemporary physiotherapy, namely the implications of digital and technology-enabled rehabilitation for patients, clinicians, and healthcare systems. Its focus on equity, access, ethical considerations, and workforce implications is particularly relevant because technological innovation may improve access and efficiency while simultaneously creating new forms of digital exclusion. The manuscript has the potential to contribute to the scientific and professional discussion by bringing together technological developments with broader questions of accessibility, fairness, and workforce readiness. The topic is timely and potentially valuable for physiotherapists, healthcare educators, researchers, policymakers, and health-system administrators.
	


PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)
	

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	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
	4
	

	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 objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

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

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 

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

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

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

	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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	4
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 

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

	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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	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.
	The title is clear, relevant, and appropriately reflects the manuscript's focus on digital physiotherapy, equity, ethical considerations, access, and workforce implications.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The manuscript appears to address a relevant and timely topic and has a strong conceptual focus on equity and ethical implications of digital physiotherapy. The principal area requiring attention is methodological transparency. As this is described as a critical narrative review, the authors should nevertheless provide sufficient information regarding the literature identification and selection process to allow readers to understand how evidence was located, selected, and synthesized. Greater clarification of limitations and the distinction between established evidence and conceptual/forward-looking arguments would also strengthen the manuscript. The abstract should clearly distinguish the rationale, objective, narrative review approach, major thematic findings, and conclusions. If not already included, the authors should provide a concise description of the literature-search/selection approach and explicitly state the principal implications for equity and physiotherapy practice.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The central premise is scientifically and professionally relevant. However, because the manuscript discusses rapidly evolving technologies, including digital rehabilitation and potentially AI-enabled approaches, claims regarding effectiveness, accessibility, ethical risks, and workforce effects should be supported by appropriate recent evidence. The authors should avoid overgeneralization where evidence remains limited or heterogeneous and should clearly distinguish empirical findings from expert opinion or conceptual interpretation.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO – improvement is recommended.
The manuscript should ensure strong representation of recent peer-reviewed literature on digital physiotherapy, tele-rehabilitation, artificial intelligence, wearable/sensor technologies, digital health equity, accessibility, privacy/data governance, digital literacy, and workforce implications. Where older foundational references are retained, they should be supplemented by contemporary evidence, particularly where technology and policy are rapidly changing.


	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)


	NO, based on the nature of the manuscript as a literature-based review.

However, the authors should ensure that ethical issues concerning patient privacy, informed consent, data governance, algorithmic bias, accessibility, digital exclusion, cybersecurity, and equitable deployment of technology are discussed accurately and supported by appropriate literature.
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