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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 is important to the scientific community because it provides an integrated critical appraisal of artificial intelligence across three clinically relevant domains of musculoskeletal physiotherapy: diagnosis and triage, clinical decision support, and personalised exercise prescription. Rather than focusing solely on reported algorithmic accuracy, the review examines the methodological quality, external validation, measurement limitations, safety concerns, and evidence for actual clinical benefit across these applications. It highlights a critical translational gap between promising technical performance and demonstrated improvements in patient outcomes, thereby providing an evidence-calibrated perspective for clinicians and researchers. The review also identifies specific priorities for future research, including external validation, transparent reporting, prospective clinical evaluation, and outcome-focused trials, which may help guide responsible and clinically meaningful integration of AI into musculoskeletal physiotherapy.
	


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 study? 

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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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


	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	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.
	
No.

The current title is informative but somewhat broad and slightly overstates the maturity of the evidence by presenting AI applications across diagnosis, clinical decision support, and personalised exercise prescription as a unified clinical field.

Suggested title:

Artificial Intelligence in Musculoskeletal Physiotherapy: A Critical Review of Diagnostic Applications, Clinical Decision Support, and Personalised Exercise Prescription
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No. The references are generally adequate and reasonably current, but the rapidly evolving AI literature warrants a final update before publication. The authors should perform a targeted literature search for recent 2025–2026 studies and reviews, particularly on AI-assisted musculoskeletal rehabilitation, generative AI/ChatGPT in physiotherapy, clinical validation, implementation, and patient-centred outcomes, and incorporate any relevant newly published evidence.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	No
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