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	PART 1: Comments

	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	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.
	Manuscript addresses an unconventional topic. Increasingly relevant area in cardiovascular research. Use of hydrotherapy as a complementary strategy for hypertension management.
Given the global burden of hypertension and the limitations of current pharmacological treatments alone, exploring these adjunctive, non-pharmacological interventions has clinical importance.
The authors attempts to consolidate the mechanistic rationale, clinical evidence, and safety profile of hydrotherapy modalities.If the evidence (its generation) is rigorous and the physiological mechanisms are well- supported, this work could lead to (further) controlled studies and help bridge traditional therapeutic practices with evidence-based medicine.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	Yes. Can also be : Thermal and Aquatic Interventions in Hypertension: A Critical Narrative Review
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	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.
	
Abstract clear – well written. However some observations: Specific Suggestions:
Try adding a Methods/Approach Sentence:
Indicate how the literature was selected… for example:
“Published clinical and experimental studies were identified through PubMed and Scopus searches up to [month/year], focusing on human interventions evaluating hydrotherapy and blood pressure outcomes.” This will show rigor and transparency even in a narrative review like this.
Do clarify Evidence Strength:
Suggestions: Instead of stating “Multiple modalities demonstrate reductions in systolic BP…”, mention the approximate magnitude or the quality of evidence. For example →
“Several small-to-moderate clinical studies report acute systolic BP reductions of 5–10 mmHg following warm- water immersion, though long-term data remain limited.”
Consider including Safety and Limitations:
A line addressing contraindications or research gaps would improve the balance, e.g.
“Safety concerns in patients with cardiovascular comorbidities and the lack of standardized hydrotherapy protocols remain significant limitations.”
Suggestion to Avoid Overgeneralization:
Authors should note that the conclusion should reflect cautious interpretation:
“While preliminary findings are promising, robust randomized controlled trials are needed before hydrotherapy can be integrated into hypertension management guidelines.”
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Authors have stated the objective, but they are somewhat broad and not sharply defined. The authors mention that the review aims to summarize mechanisms, clinical evidence, safety considerations, and practical recommendations related to hydrotherapy in hypertension. But these aims could be made more specific and measurable. I will write an example: the manuscript does not clearly delineate or differentiate which hydrotherapy modalities (e.g., thermal immersion, aquatic exercise, balneotherapy) are prioritized. It also does not specify whether the emphasis is on acute physiological effects or chronic therapeutic outcomes.
The justification for undertaking this review is generally valid because hypertension remains a major health concern, and exploring adjunctive non-pharmacological interventions is important. However, the rationale would be stronger if the authors explicitly and clearly identified gaps in existing literature (e.g., lack of standardization in hydrotherapy protocols or inconsistent BP outcomes) that this review aims to address.

In its current form, the objective appears descriptive rather than analytical. The authors are encouraged to refine their goal statement. They should put stress on evidence strength and clinical applicability, which would provide a clearer direction and stronger scientific justification for the review.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	
References cited in the manuscript are broadly relevant to the topic;
but to this reviewer, the coverage appears somewhat uneven and not entirely up to date.
Several key studies on thermal therapy, aquatic exercise, and cardiovascular autonomic regulation from the past five years seem to be missing.
While older classical references are acceptable for background, the review would be stronger and better if it incorporated recent clinical trials and systematic reviews that provide updated insights into the effects of hydrotherapy on vascular function and blood pressure regulation.
The authors should ensure inclusion of recently published studies, especially those addressing mechanistic pathways (e.g., nitric oxide-mediated vasodilation, baroreceptor modulation) and comparative analyses of hydrotherapy versus standard exercise or lifestyle interventions.

Some references that could be considered 
Laukkanen JA et al., Circulation, 2018 – on sauna bathing and cardiovascular outcomes. https://www.mayoclinicproceedings.org/article/s0025-6196(18)30275-1/fulltext
Passive heat therapy improves endothelial function, arterial stiffness and blood pressure in sedentary humans https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/27270841/
	



	
	Both hot- and thermoneutral-water immersion reduce 24-h blood pressure in people with hypertension: A randomized crossover study
https://pmc.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/articles/PMC12051523/
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	Yes. Generally understandable and the flow of writing is adequate.
However, the English expression and phrasing are somewhat uneven across different sections. Certain sentences are overly descriptive or informal, which slightly reduces the scholarly tone expected in a scientific review.
The manuscript is readable and coherent, but requires moderate language polishing to align with standards of scholarly communication.
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
	No. this is a narrative review.
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