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	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 a clinically relevant and commonly encountered condition in sports medicine—plantar fasciitis in runners. By comparing two widely used manual therapy interventions (TPPR and IASTM) and their immediate effects on ankle mobility and pain, it adds valuable insights to evidence-based physiotherapy practice. The results have the potential to guide clinicians in selecting more effective intervention strategies for acute management. Furthermore, the focus on immediate outcomes can help in optimizing early rehabilitation protocols for athletes.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Current Title: "Comparison of Immediate Effect of Trigger Point Pressure Release versus Instrument Assisted Soft Tissue Mobilization on Gastrocnemius Soleus on Ankle Mobility and Pain in Runners with Plantar Fasciitis."

Suggested Alternative:
"Immediate Effects of Trigger Point Pressure Release vs. Instrument-Assisted Soft Tissue Mobilization on Ankle Mobility and Pain in Runners with Plantar Fasciitis"


	

	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.


	Comprehensiveness: The abstract provides a good overview of the background, objectives, methods, results, and conclusions. However, it may benefit from:

Including sample size and statistical significance values.

Specifying the duration or time frame of "immediate" effect.

Clarifying any primary vs. secondary outcomes.

Suggestions:

Add: “A total of [n] runners with plantar fasciitis were included and assessed before and immediately after intervention.”

Include: “Statistical analysis revealed that [technique] significantly improved [outcome] with a p-value of…”


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Evaluation: The study design and methodology appear appropriate for the research objective. Both TPPR and IASTM are well-established techniques, and the use of validated outcome measures (e.g., goniometry for ROM and VAS for pain) supports scientific credibility.

However, a brief rationale for the selection of outcome measures and explanation of the intervention dosage would strengthen the methodological rigor.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Sufficiency: The references are mostly relevant; however, a few more recent (last 5 years) peer-reviewed studies on TPPR, IASTM, and plantar fasciitis treatment in runners would enhance the manuscript's foundation.

Suggestions:

Include recent RCTs or systematic reviews from journals such as Journal of Orthopaedic & Sports Physical Therapy, Physiotherapy Theory and Practice, or Sports Health.

Consider adding:

Cheatham, S. W., Kolber, M. J., & Cain, M. (2016). The effects of instrument-assisted soft tissue mobilization on pain and range of motion: A systematic review. Journal of Bodywork and Movement Therapies.

Cotchett, M. P., et al. (2022). Manual therapy for plantar heel pain: a systematic review. Journal of Foot and Ankle Research.
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	A thorough professional language edit is recommended to ensure the writing meets the standards of scholarly communication
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