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	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	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 contributes meaningfully to the emerging field of integrative child wellness by synthesizing current research on kids’ yoga and its impact on cognitive, emotional, and social development. It bridges disciplines of education, psychology, and public health, highlighting non-pharmacological interventions in childhood well-being. Given the growing concerns about mental health in children, the article underscores a practical, accessible approach to support resilience and attention. Its pedagogical insights also make it valuable for educators implementing mindfulness in schools.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, this is fine, the current title “Integrating Mind-Body Practices in Childhood: A COMPREHENSIVE REVIEW OF Kids’ YOGA” is suitable. It is a true reflection of the extent and range of the same.
	

	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.


	The abstract is well-written stylistically but lacks balance. It emphasizes benefits and presents yoga as a nearly universal intervention without reflecting the limited scope, inconsistent findings, and potential risks. It would benefit from a more cautious tone, acknowledging methodological weaknesses in the literature and the need for further controlled studies. Additionally, a brief statement clarifying that yoga is not a substitute for clinical interventions should be made more prominent upfront, not buried near the end.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is informative but not scientifically rigorous. Many studies cited are small-scale, use subjective measures, or are poorly controlled, yet the article presents their conclusions uncritically. It fails to engage with the limitations of the evidence base, does not provide effect sizes or levels of significance, and blends peer-reviewed sources with blog-style materials. Scientific objectivity is further compromised by a promotional tone and the absence of counter-evidence or dissenting viewpoints.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally sufficient and include several recent studies (2023–2024). However, a few cited sources (e.g., blogs, housing websites) are non-academic and should be replaced or supplemented with peer-reviewed literature. Suggest incorporating meta-analyses or systematic reviews from educational or pediatric psychology journals to strengthen the evidence base.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The English is fluent, grammatically correct, and accessible. However, the rhetorical tone often leans toward advocacy, which detracts from the scholarly objectivity expected in academic publications. Phrases such as “transformative experience”, “profound impact”, and “foundation for lifelong wellness” may be better replaced with neutral, evidence-based language.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This is a well-organized and timely review. Enhancing the critical analysis and ensuring all sources meet academic standards will increase its impact. Including a summary table comparing study outcomes or methodologies could further aid clarity and engagement for interdisciplinary readers.
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