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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.


	Importance of the manuscript for the scientific community

This manuscript contributes to the scientific community by providing a rigorously documented, evidence-based case of comprehensive physiotherapy management for lateral epicondylitis in a non-athletic, domestic work–related context—an underrepresented population in existing literature. By explicitly integrating graded levels of evidence with clinical decision-making (C-EB-PT), it bridges the gap between research evidence and real-world physiotherapy practice. The case highlights the effectiveness of multimodal, load-managed rehabilitation over passive or injection-based approaches, reinforcing current tendinopathy paradigms. Additionally, it underscores the need to recognize domestic workload as a significant biomechanical risk factor, informing future research, clinical guidelines, and preventive strategies tailored to women engaged in household labor.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Suggested refined title 


“Comprehensive Evidence-Based Physiotherapy for Lateral Epicondylitis in a Female Domestic Worker: A Case Report”


	

	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.


	Yes, the abstract is largely comprehensive, well-structured, and appropriate for a case report. It clearly covers the essential components—background, case presentation, intervention, results, and conclusion—and reflects an evidence-based physiotherapy perspective. It is suitable for most physiotherapy and rehabilitation journals. However, a few targeted refinements would further strengthen its scientific clarity, methodological transparency, and journal readiness.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Scientific correctness of the manuscript
Overall, the manuscript is scientifically sound, coherent, and appropriate for publication as a physiotherapy case report. The clinical diagnosis, assessment methods, intervention choices, and outcome reporting are consistent with current understanding of lateral epicondylitis as a degenerative tendinopathy rather than a purely inflammatory condition. The rationale for conservative, exercise-based physiotherapy as first-line management is well supported by contemporary systematic reviews, meta-analyses, and clinical trials, many of which are appropriately cited.

The manuscript demonstrates good alignment between evidence and clinical practice. The selection of interventions (progressive loading, isometrics, strengthening, manual therapy, and adjunctive modalities) reflects current evidence-based rehabilitation principles, and the graded “C-EB-PT” framework adds scientific rigor by explicitly linking each component to its level of evidence. Outcome measures such as NPRS, ROM, MMT, grip strength, and functional ability are clinically valid and relevant for lateral epicondylitis.

However, a few minor scientific clarifications are recommended to further strengthen correctness and precision:

· The role of passive modalities (ultrasound, laser, cryotherapy) should be clearly described as adjunctive rather than primary, given mixed evidence for long-term benefit.

· Post-intervention MMT values for wrist extensors appear unchanged in the table (2+/5), which may be a reporting inconsistency considering the functional improvement and grip strength gains; this should be rechecked for accuracy.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Assessment of References
The current reference list is well-balanced, includes seminal and contemporary sources, and covers systematic reviews, meta-analyses, randomized trials, and clinical studies relevant to lateral epicondylitis and physiotherapy management. It appropriately reflects the current understanding of LE as a tendinopathy, highlights conservative care, and supports the interventions used in your case. Several recent (2022–2025) publications are included, which strengthens the manuscript’s relevance.

However, there are a few additional recent, high-quality sources you could consider adding to further support key aspects—particularly evidence on therapeutic exercise, load-management protocols, and the limited efficacy of passive modalities.
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	Assessment of language and English quality
Overall, the language and English quality of the manuscript are appropriate for scholarly communication and the article is clearly understandable, scientifically coherent, and professionally written. The terminology is accurate, discipline-specific, and consistent with physiotherapy and musculoskeletal research literature. The manuscript successfully communicates clinical reasoning, evidence-based practice, and outcomes in a manner suitable for academic readers.

However, to meet the standards of high-impact international journals, a minor to moderate level of language polishing is recommended. The suggested changes are stylistic rather than conceptual and do not affect the scientific content.
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