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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 review addresses an important and highly relevant topic in modern physiotherapy by critically evaluating the effectiveness, equity, and long-term adoption of telerehabilitation following the COVID-19 pandemic. The manuscript integrates clinical evidence, implementation science, and health equity into a single analytical framework, a significant contribution to the rehabilitation literature. The review provides useful insights for clinicians, researchers, and healthcare policymakers regarding the future role of hybrid rehabilitation services.
	


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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

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

	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
	2
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 

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

	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
	3
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	2
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 

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

	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
	2
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	3
	


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 accurately reflects the content and conveys the three major themes discussed in the review.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO
The abstract summarizes the review but lacks sufficient methodological details regarding the literature selection process, eligibility criteria, and evidence appraisal. It should also better emphasize the major limitations of the included literature rather than primarily highlighting positive findings.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO
Although the manuscript contains an extensive literature survey, several important scientific issues should be addressed before publication:

1. The review is presented as a critical narrative review; however, the literature search lacks adequate transparency and reproducibility. The manuscript does not provide sufficient information regarding search results, screening process, study selection, or justification for exclusion of studies. 

2. No formal quality assessment or risk-of-bias evaluation has been conducted for the included studies. Consequently, many conclusions are based on narrative interpretation without an objective assessment of evidence quality. 

3. The discussion frequently combines randomized controlled trials, observational studies, systematic reviews, and implementation studies without adequately distinguishing their respective levels of evidence. 

4. Several conclusions regarding effectiveness and equity appear stronger than the available evidence supports. The authors should moderate these statements and explicitly distinguish evidence-based findings from author interpretation. 

5. The manuscript contains lengthy descriptive summaries of previous studies, whereas a more systematic critical comparison between studies is expected in a review article. 

6. Figures illustrating the literature search strategy, evidence synthesis framework, and conceptual model would substantially improve readability. 

7. The Future Research section remains relatively generic and should include specific research priorities, standardized outcome measures, multicenter clinical trials, implementation science approaches, and AI-assisted telerehabilitation.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	NO
No ethical concerns are identified.
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