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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	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 provides a significant contribution to the field of physical rehabilitation by offering a high- level evidence synthesis of advanced physiotherapeutic interventions for Bell's palsy. By systematically	comparing	Proprioceptive Neuromuscular Facilitation (PNF) and Neuromuscular Re-education (NRE) against conventional protocols, the study addresses a critical gap in standardized clinical practice for facial nerve recovery. The findings underscore the clinical superiority of multimodal, motor-learning-based strategies in managing long-term complications like synkinesis and functional asymmetry. Ultimately, this work serves as a vital resource for clinicians and researchers aiming to optimize rehabilitation outcomes and improve the psychosocial quality of life for patients with acute
unilateral facial paralysis
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (Excellent)
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (Excellent)
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (Excellent)
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (Excellent)
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (Excellent)
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (Excellent)
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (Excellent)
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained
	Rating: 5 (Excellent)
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	properly?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (Excellent)
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (Excellent)
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (Excellent)
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (Excellent)
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (Excellent)
	

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (Excellent)
	



PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

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

	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The title is highly suitable as it clearly delineates the study's scope, identifying both the specific interventions (PNF and NRE) and the various control groups. Furthermore, the explicit mention of the "PRISMA-Based Comprehensive Systematic Review" methodology immediately establishes the paper's academic rigor and provides  potential  readers  with  a  precise
understanding of the manuscript's objective and evidence level. No changes are recommended
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The abstract is highly comprehensive as it adheres to a structured format that effectively summarizes the study's core components. It clearly defines the background, objectives, and PRISMA-based methodology while synthesizing key findings regarding PNF and NRE. Furthermore, the inclusion of clinical takeaways and the acknowledgment of study limitations provide a well-rounded overview suitable for the scientific
community. No further improvements are necessary.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and demonstrates rigorous academic integrity. It utilizes the PRISMA 2020 framework to ensure a systematic and transparent approach to evidence synthesis. The clinical arguments are well- supported by current neurological principles, specifically focusing on motor relearning and proprioceptive feedback rather than passive stimulation. Additionally, the study correctly identifies the physiological risks of synkinesis associated with traditional methods, aligning its conclusions  with  contemporary  rehabilitation
standards and high-quality peer-reviewed data. No corrections are needed.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent?
If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	The references are both sufficient and highly contemporary, spanning a comprehensive timeline from 2000 to early 2026. By incorporating foundational studies alongside very recent clinical trials, such as those from 2024 and 2025, the manuscript ensures that its evidence base remains relevant to the latest advancements in facial rehabilitation. The selection of peer-reviewed sources from high-impact journals provides the necessary academic depth and clinical authority to
support the study’s findings. No further additions
	



	
	are required.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	No.
The manuscript is a systematic review of existing literature and does not involve direct human or animal experimentation by the authors. All analyzed data are derived from previously published studies that have already undergone their respective ethical approvals. Furthermore, the review adheres to the PRISMA 2020 guidelines, ensuring transparent reporting without compromising participant confidentiality or ethical standards. No ethical concerns were identified.
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