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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.

	This case deepens understanding of pediatric neurorehabilitation through a close look at CMT2, combining thorough function testing with treatment shaped by research. Because functional meaning often gets left out when nerve study results are shared, tying those measures to real-world performance fills an important void. What stands out is the push for physical therapy early on - especially crucial since few rehab methods exist for children with this form of neuropathy. Drawing connections between patient-specific decisions and up-to-date evidence via focused review, it offers usable insight across clinics, regardless of available support.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	Indeed, the title matches what the paper covers. While highlighting a case alongside a narrative overview, it points to CMT2 as the central condition. A young patient forms the basis of study, with attention given to evaluation and physical therapy strategies. Because clarity remains strong throughout, any rewording seems unnecessary. Still, accuracy stands confirmed by how well each element aligns.

	

	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-structured and comprehensive, effectively summarizing the background, purpose, case description, intervention, discussion, and conclusion. However, minor enhancements could strengthen it:
· Consider adding the child's age range (e.g., "a young child aged 3-4 years") for better contextualization.
· The specific outcome measures used could be briefly mentioned (e.g., "including PBS, GMFM-88").
· Consider adding one quantitative finding from the intervention outcomes, if available, to strengthen the conclusion.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound. The neurophysiological findings are appropriately interpreted and correctly identified as consistent with axonal neuropathy (preserved conduction velocities with reduced amplitudes). The acknowledgment of diagnostic limitations (absence of genetic confirmation) reflects appropriate scientific caution while justifying the clinical diagnosis based on phenotype and electrophysiology.

	

	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 appropriately recent (majority from 2015-2025). The reference formatting appears consistent and appropriate.

	

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

	The manuscript demonstrates high-quality academic writing with clear, professional language appropriate for scholarly publication. The prose is articulate and well-structured. Minor suggestions for enhancement:
· A few instances of passive voice could be converted to active voice for greater clarity
· Some sentences in the introduction exceed 40 words; consider breaking these for improved readability
· Ensure consistent terminology throughout (e.g., "physiotherapy" vs "physical therapy" - currently consistent)
· Table captions could be slightly more concise while maintaining clarity
Overall, the English quality is excellent and requires only minimal copyediting.

	

	Optional/General comments

	1. Consider adding a brief "Clinical Implications" or "Key Points" box for quick reference.
2. The scoliosis measurement methodology could be described more explicitly (which surface landmarks were used?).
3. Consider adding a timeline figure showing the assessment and intervention sequence
4. Section 4.5 (Implications for Clinical Practice) could be expanded slightly with 2-3 additional practical recommendations.
5. Consider discussing cost-effectiveness or resource considerations for implementing this assessment and intervention approach in various settings.
6. A brief mention of telehealth applicability for some interventions would be timely.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

No ethical issues identified.
	




	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No. The authors have declared no competing interests, which appears credible given the nature of this clinical case report.
	



	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	Not validated
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	MARKS of this  manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 
( Highest: 10  Lowest: 0 )

Guideline: 
Accept As It Is: (>9-10)
Minor Revision: (>8-9)
Major Revision: (>7-8)
Serious Major revision: (>5-7)
Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)
Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
	8.5
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