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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 work adds to the increasing amount of research that highlights the value of structured physical therapy in the conservative treatment of calcaneal fractures, especially in older patients where surgery may be more risky. The study demonstrates the functional impact of targeted rehabilitation by utilizing standardized outcome tools to document quantifiable improvements in balance, ankle stability, and foot posture. The report offers clinically relevant insights that could guide evidence-based rehabilitation protocols for non-operatively managed calcaneal fractures and inform future controlled studies, despite its single-case design limitations.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The term Lover’s fracture is informal and may not be appropriate for scientific indexing and one suggestion is Physiotherapy regime should be written as “physiotherapy regimen.”


	

	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 introduction section is excessively detailed, especially the repeated use of the term "Lover's fracture," which, for academic purposes, can be abbreviated and mainly replaced with the term "calcaneal fracture." Only clinically relevant information (age, sex, duration of injury, conservative management, and major functional impairments) should be included in the case description; extraneous demographic information should be avoided. The duration and frequency of the intervention section should be more clearly stated, and the results should be shown as absolute pre-post values rather than percentage improvements, which currently seem exaggerated for a single-case design.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	There are internal inconsistencies regarding intervention duration and patient description, inaccurate or unclear percentage calculations, and some overinterpretation of results in a single-case design. Additionally, certain outcome measures (e.g., CAIT) require clearer justification for use in this specific clinical context, and methodological details such as progression criteria and monitoring of adherence are insufficiently described.

In summary, while the manuscript is clinically relevant and based on reasonable rehabilitation principles, it requires methodological clarification, correction of numerical inconsistencies, and moderation of conclusions to be considered scientifically rigorous.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Adding a recent systematic review or narrative review on calcaneal fracture rehabilitation would improve contextual grounding. Overall, the references are adequate but could be slightly enhanced to better support the clinical rationale of the intervention.
	

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


	Before the manuscript is appropriate for scholarly publication, its language quality needs to be improved. Although the overall meaning and clinical intent are clear, the manuscript contains numerous grammatical errors, inconsistent terminology and problems with sentence structure. Incorrect verb tenses, inconsistent pronoun usage (alternating between "he" and "she"), misspellings needs correction.
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	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)


	


Reviewer details:

Simran Mishra, SEF’s Suryadatta Institute of Health Science College of Physiotherapy, India

Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)

